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THE 
LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lt. 

HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 


Capital, £200,000. 





Established 1877. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 
MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 








Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 
FOUNDED 1807. 
50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
PA ooo . 





ara undertaken. : 
ER SYSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 
on Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the Office. 

FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ApvanTaGes offered 


by the “ County ’’ may be obtained upon application. 
B, E, RATLIFFE, Secretary. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, ect ing Loat B LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

iat special valuation and at low rates, ” 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 














ESTABLISHED 


= 
FUNDS - - : - - £ 4,400,000 
INCOME - - - - = £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE : - £16,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


1836. 











Age | Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Premium 


20 | £178%,| 30 | £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





30 yrs. | 40 yre. 


| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 
$1,724 | £2,067 _ 


_ Amount of Policy | _ £1,199 | £1,438 
Full information on application to 
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Current Topics. 
Compulsory Licences to Work Patents. 


In coMMENTING (ante, p. 109) on the paucity of the applica- 
tions for compulsory licences under the Patents Act, 1902, we 
mentioned that only three —— for compulsory licences had 
been then presented, one of which had been abandoned, and the 
other two, which related to the same subject-matter, had been 
referred to the Judicial Committee for hearing. We now learn 
that these two petitions have also been abandoned, so that the 
net result of the working of the Act in this respect up to the 
present is nid. 


Possessory Titles and Restrictive Covenants. 


Tue peEctsion of Mr. Justice Farwext in Re Nesbitt and Potts’ 
Contract (reported elsewhere) has occasioned uncommon interest 
and prodigious discussion at Lincoln’s-inn. We comment 
fully on the case elsewhere, but we may give here the view 
of an eminent conveyancer, who has sent us for publication 
a note which well sums up the result of the decision. 
He says: ‘‘The judgment of Farwetr, J., in Re Nesbitt and 
Potts’ Contract contains a very luminous exposition of the law 
relating to restrictive covenants affecting land. The learned 
judge points out that covenants of this nature are not enforce- 
able by action, except between the contracting parties and those 
privy to the contract. No ion of the land coupled with 
notice of the covenant will create such privity, but if the 
covenant is negative, so as to restrict the method of user and 
enjoyment of the land, then there is called into existence an 
equity attached to, and running with, the ote This 
equity stands on the same footing as, and is ogous to, an 
equitable charge on real estate created by the owner. The 
existence of this equity does not depend on the landowner 
having notice of it, but when an action is brought to enforce it, 
he may defend himself by cu Typ he is a purchaser for 
value without notice. It follows a who acquires 
title to the land by virtue of the Statute of Limitations is bound 
by the covenant for the reason that he is not a purchaser for 
value, and a purchaser under him who neglects to investigate 
the title is unable to defend himself as being a purchaser for 





THE MANAGER, 10, .FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


value without notice.” 
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The Companies Acts Committee. 


WE REFERRED last week to the constitution of the committee 
which has been appointed to consider the amendment of the 
Companies Acts, and to the subjects which will be submitted to 
it. These are, with the exception of the suggested amendment 
of “Table A,” matters to which attention has been called by the 
Companies Department of the Board of Trade in the last two 
winding-up reports. It is well known that one result of the 
Companies Act, 1900, was very materially to diminish the 
number of companies which raised their capital in the first 
instance by an appeal tothe public. The provisions of section 10 
with regard to prospectuses represents an ideal, but it is not the 
promoter’s ideal, nor, perhaps, is it always a very practicable 
ideal; and hence in a large number of cases promoters 
have left public issues severely alone, and have gone their own 
way to raise money—that is, in cases where in these times it 
is possible to raise money at all. The Winding-up Report 
for 1902 pointed out that of 3,596 new companies only 449 
went to the public, and the remainder were either private com- 
panies properly so-called, or public companies brought into 
existence privately. But perhaps a better indication is afforded 
by the figures in the report issued in August, 1904, which shews 
the proportion of prospectus and non-prospectus companies 
which came before the Stock Exchange Committee for a special 
settlement. There has been a steady increase during the last 
four years in the proportion of non-prospectus companies, and in 
the first six months of 1904 only nineteen prospectus companies 
applied for a special settling day, while the non-prospectus 
companies were forty-two. The committee will doubtless receive 
some interesting information as to the manner in which the latter 
class of companies raise their capital. They will also have to 
consider whether it is worth while to continue the attempt to pin 
down the promoter to particular ways of raising money in the 
hope of protecting shareholders who decline to go to the trouble 
of protecting themselves. 


Guernsey Companies. 


A wore startling result of the new stringency of the law is 
the sudden development of Guernsey as the origin and head- 
quarters of companies. The companies registered there in 1899- 
1901, and their capital, were trifling in number and amount 
—no more than might be supposed to answer to the ordinary 
requirements of the island. But in 1902 and 1903 the registra- 
tions jumped up to 53 and 75, and the nominal capital in each 
year was over £18,000,000. Invarious ways—in the payment 
of duty and of underwriting commission—these Guernsey com- 
panies appear to have the advantage of companies which attempt 
to flourish in a less congenial atmosphere, and here again the 
committee will be likely to obtain information of interest to a 
considerable circle, and not least to the officials at Somerset House. 
In the old winding-up reports it was a frequent grievance 
that unregistered floating charges, often created in favour of the 
real owners of a business, should sweep off the assets and leave 
nothing for unsecured creditors. That grievance was cured by 
section 14 of the Act of 1900, but the Legislature was careful to 
require registration (generally speaking) only of debentures, and 
specific charges not relating to debentures were excluded. The 
companies department consider that this restriction works injus- 
tice, and the committee will have to consider to what extent, if 
any, section 14 should be widened. As to “Table A” it has 
long been recognized that it is quite out of date, and where the 
drafteman has to use it for the sake of shortening the printed 
articles of a company, it is a troublesome matter to introduce the 
additional provisions of general import which experience has 
shewn to be desirable. If ‘Table A” is remodelled, it will be 

ible to use it more frequently, and the additions will only 
concerned with matters which are special to the particular 
company. 
Undischarged Bankrupts. 

As vsviscnarcey bankrupt was recently indicted at the 
Central Criminal Court for slaiole credit - the extent of £20 
or upwards from certain persons without informing them that he 


was an undischarged bankrupt. The case was certainly a 
remarkable one, and it is hard to understand in the Pre sey:-0e Ss 


the defendant, who carried on a skilled trade, entered into deeds 
of apprenticeship with certain persons and took apprentices at a 
premium of £25 each, without informing these persons that he 
was an undischarged bankrupt. These were the facts proved 
in support of the indictment, but where was the obtaining 
credit? The defendant was apparently still carrying on 
his trade, and the fact that he was an undischarged 
bankrupt in no way disqualified him from ability to teach his 
trade. It may have been that it was disadvantageous to the 
apprentices to have a master who was a bankrupt; there 
may not have been a large amount of business or sufficient 
to give them opportunity for thoroughly learning the 
trade. On the other hand, he may have been able, in 
spite of his bankruptcy, to have soundly instructed his 
apprentices. The newspaper accounts are silent as to this. 
The Bankruptcy Act, however, clearly recognizes that 
an apprentice may with advantage continue to work with a 
bankrupt. Under section 41 the bankruptcy of a master does 
not necessarily put an end to the apprenticeship; but if either 
the bankrupt or the apprentice gives notice to the trustee to that 
effect, the bankruptcy is a discharge of the indenture of 
apprenticeship. If the indenture is discharged, then the trustee 
may repay out of the estate for the use of the apprentice a 
reasonable sum, having regard to the time he has served. Now 
it may be a highly improper thing for a bankrupt to take an 
apprentice without informing him of the true state of things, but 
it is hard to see in what sense the accepting of the premium is an 
obtaining of credit. ‘‘ Credit” implies that there is a debt due 
from the bankrupt, but the accepting the premium does not 
create adebt. It is true that proceedings might possibly be taken 
to set aside the indentures, which proceedings might result in 
the creation of a debt; but the mere acceptance of the premium 
cannot have that effect. Until recovery of judgment a plaintiff 
in an action for damages is not a “ creditor” within the meaning 
of the Debtors Act: Keg. v. Hopkins (1896, 1 Q.B. 652). And on 
the same principle, it is submitted, the master is not a debtor, 
and has not obtained credit until by some legal process he is 
ordered to repay the premium. The Recorder held that the facts 
as stated did not in law disclose any obtaining of credit, and he 
accordingly directed an acquittal. There can be little doubt that 
he was right. 


Dower under the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 


Can « personal representative of an intestate convey real 
estate under the power conferred by the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, free from the widow’s right to dower? It is conceived, 
says a learned correspondent, that the answer to this question 
should be in the affirmative, though there is some authority for 
the view that the concurrence of the widow in the conveyance is 
necessary: see Brickdale and Sheldon’s Land Transfer Acts, 
p. 255. In Spyer v. Hyatt (1855, 20 Beav. 621) it was decided 
that mere debts, to which the lands of a deceased husband are not 
“subject or liable,” were not made valid against the widow’s 
right to dower by section 5 of the Dower Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, 
c. 105). The Master of the Rolls, Sir Joun Romitty, in that 
case gave expression to the view (p. 623) that a widow’s right to 
dower is not part of what the husband dies seised, but it does 
not appear to be necessary to the decision in that case to so 
hold: see Jones v. Jones (1858, 4 K. & J. 361). Dower 
is an estate which arises by operation of law on the death 
of the husband, but the wife’s title is not complete until 
the death of the husband, and during the coverture remains only 
an inchoate right. ‘The husband remains seised during the 
coverture (see Park on Dower, pp. 5 and 247), and even when 
lands were assigned as dower, the seisin of the widow continued 
the seisin of her husband : Challis’ Real Property (lst ed.), p. 
187. It seems to follow that “the real estate” of a deceased 
intestate which is “vested” in him “without a right in any 
other person to take by survivorship” (which last words in 
inverted commas refer only to a joint tenancy) is the whole fee 
simple, and that it deol to, and becomes vested in, the 
poser representative to the displacement, not only of the heir, 
out also of the widow’s right to dower; and this viow appears to 
be supported by rule 183 of the Land Transfer Rules, 1903, 
which provides for the registration of the personal reprosontative 
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would appear to be one of the persons beneficially entitled’| tion as he might consider advisable. 
within the meaning of section 2 of the Land Transfer | stated that in such a case—i.c., where notice was gi 


The learned judge then 
iven to the 


Act, 1897, and the result seems necessarily to be to subject the | person who left the request for information—the application to 
whole fee simple to the payment of debts, and to enable the'| the court should not be for an er parte injunction, but for leave 
personal representative to sell in order to pay them without the | to serve short notice of motion, which would be granted as a 


concurrence of the widow if she is not the administratrix, and if | matter of course. 


she is the administratrix, a conveyance by her as personal 
representative passes the whole fee simple free from her right to 
dower. 


Unlawful Imprisonment Without Assault. 


IMPRISONMENT not accompanied by any actual assault very 
rarely gives rise to a criminal prosecution; so rarely, indeed, 
that in the recent case of Rex v. Linsburg and Another, tried at 
the Old Bailey, counsel for the defence contended that unlawful 
imprisonment without assault is not an indictable offence at all. 
The facts were rather peculiar. The prosecutor was a medical 
practitioner, who had been sent for by the defendants to attend 
a woman in her confinement. The doctor found that his 
services would not be required for some hours, and was about to’ 
leave the house, promising to return in time. The defendants, 
however, locked the door, refused to let him leave the house, and 
kept him locked up for several hours until he was really 
required. There was no kind of actual assault upon the doctor, 
only the bare imprisonment, and for this unlawful imprison- 
ment the defendants (foreigners) were indicted at common law. 
False imprisonment of this sort is nearly always treated as a 
cause of action for damages, and the decisions on the subject 
are almost all found in cases tried at nisi prius. Still there is 
hardly room to doubt that the contention of counsel in this case 
was wrong, and that the Common Serjeant wasperfectly right in his 
ruling that false imprisonment is indictable although there has 
been no actual battery, and that the imprisonment is in itself 
technically an assault. All the old writers treat false imprison- 
ment as a misdemeanour at common law. Hawxrns says that 
unlawful imprisonment is an assault; for it is a wrong done to 
the person of a man, for which, besides the private satisfaction 
given to the individual by action, the law also demands public 
vengeance, as it is a breach of the king’s peace, a loss which the 
State sustains by the confinement of one of its members, and an 
infringement of the good order of society. This statement of 
the law does not seem to have ever been seriously questioned ; 
and although prosecutions for this misdemeanour are very rare, 
it is highly proper that it should be recognized that an indict- 
ment does lie for the offence, and that heavy punishment may be 
awarded. Otherwise a person, against whom an action for 
damages would be a farce, might with impunity commit an act 
which may lead to very serious breaches of the peace and to 
other grave mischief. 


Patent Office Practice. 


An rem of practice in the Patent Office which is not generally 
known came to light in the recent case of Viola v. Sharpe (22 
R. P. OC. 23), before Mr. Justice Kexewicn. It was a partner- 
ship action in which a declaration was sought that the 
defendant was trustee of a patent for the plaintiff. A notice of 
motion was given for an interim injunction to restrain the 
defendant from dealing with the patent. When the motion 
came on for hearing, it stood over for a week, the judge 
remarking that, as far as he knew, there was no way of stopping 
registration of an assignment at the Patent Office except by an 
injunction, and that he thought it would be a great advantage if 
there were something available in the nature of a caveat. 
When the motion came on again, the learned judge stated 
that he had received a letter from the Comptroller-General 
on the subject. This letter was to the effect that it was 
a well-established practice in the Patent Office that, on 
payment of a small fee, any person interested in a particular 
patent might leave a request to be informed when any attempt 
was made to register an assignment or other similar document 
in connection with the patent in question. If such a request 
was left, and subsequently application was made for registration 
of an assignment or other similar document, notice would be 
given to the person who had left the request, and registration 
would be suspended for a few days so as to afford an opportunity 
to the person interested to take such steps to prevent the registra- 





The modus operandi at the Patent Office is 
this :—A person, wishing to be informed by the Office when an 
attempt is made to register an assignment or other similar 
document in connection with a particular patent, lodges such a 
request at the Patent Office accompanied with a copy of Form Q 
in blank, bearing a 5s. stamp, and then if an attempt is made to 
register anything, the form is appropriately filled up and sent 
to the person who has lodged it. The a of patents is 
kept, and notifications of assignments and transmissions of 
patents are entered therein, under section 23 (1) of the Patents, 
&c., Act, 1883. Section 53 (1) of this Act establishes a register 
of designs, and similarly provides for the entry of notifications 
of assignments and transmissions of designs therein. Section 78 
of the Act contains similar provisions as to the register of trade- 
marks and entries therein. We should have expected to find 
that a practice similar to that above referred to in the case of 
patents prevails also at the Patent Office in the cases of designs 
and trade-marks; but we understand that it does not. 


Boundary Fences. 


Tue Cenrrat Chamber of Agriculture have recently had 
occasion to discuss the law of boundary fences, with which they 
are by no means satisfied. By the common law, as is well known, 
the owners of adjoining closes are not bound to fence either 
against or for the benefit of each other, but in the absence of 
fences each owner is bound to prevent cattle or other animals 
from trespassing on his neighbour’s premises. This law probably 
dates from a period when hedges or boundary fences were 
comparatively rare, as indeed they still are on the Continent. 
Where the fence between two closes belongs to the owner of 
one of them, who allows the fence to get out of repair, so that 
cattle trespass from the adjoining close and damage his property, 
it seems rather unfair that he should be entitled to recover com- 

ensation for an injury which would not have occurred but for 

is own neglect. But the common law remains unaltered and 
the owner of a parcel of land is liable for a trespass of his cattle 
though a defective fence, except when the owner of the 
adjoining land is bound by prescription to maintain the fence for 
the benefit of his neighbour. It was stated at a meeting of the 
Chamber of Agriculture that a farmer had recently obtained 
damages for a trespass by his neighbour’s cattle, though it was 
proved that the fence surrounding his land was in such a state 
that a regiment of soldiers could have marched through it, and 
that he had subsequently removed the fence altogether, leaving 
his neighbour to erect a new fence as the only means of prevent- 
ing a renewal of the trespass. A resolution was ultimately 
passed by the chamber in favour of legislation which would debar 
an owner or occupier who fails to keep his fences in repair from 
obtaining compensation for damage caused by a trespass of his 
neighbour’s cattle. 


Witchcraft. 


Many persons, at a time when it is often said that the poorer 
sort of people are ‘‘ over educated,” will be surprised to read the 
story which appeared in the newspapers some days ago of a 
“ bewitched ” frathonse in Lincolnshire. The details furnished 
by honest and panic-stricken rustics were similar to those which 
are supplied in the oldest fairy tales—how bottles and plates 
ran riot ; how the wheels of carts stuck fast in the ground, and 
wheelbarrows were trundled away by unseen hands; and how 
numbers of fowls died mysterious deaths. But lawyers will 
remember that the statute 1 Jac. 1, c. 12 provided that any one 
who should practise or exercise any witchcraft, enchantment, or 
sorcery, whereby any person should be lamed in his or her body, 
should suffer death as a felon, and that if the cattle or goods of 
any person should be destroyed, wasted, or injured by any such 
witchcraft, enchantment, or sorcery, the person offending should 
be imprisoned for one year. Chief Justice Haus, one of the 
most learned and ve of our judges, presided at the 
trial in 1665 of two un te women who were charged under 
the statute with laying spells upon several children. It is 
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difficult at the present day to read with patience the silly stories 
which were offered in support of the prosecution, but the Chief 
Justice, after saying that he had no doubt at-all that there were 
such things as witches, left the determination of the case to the 
jury, whofound the prisoners guilty, and they accordingly suffered 
death as felons. This trial is a strong proof that superstition 
and cruelty are not confined to the uneducated classes of the 
community. 


Blank Transfers. 


*' Some or the financial journals have entered upon a discussion 
as to the effect of blank transfers of railway stock executed 
by a customer of a bank as security foran advance. It has for 
some years been the established usage for bankers, when making 
an advance upon such stock, to take as security the certificates 
for the stock together with a transfer duly executed by the 
holder of the stock, leaving a blank for the name of the 
transferee. It need hardly be said that, in the case 
of a transfer of railway stock—where a formal deed is 
requisite—such a blank deed of transfer is wholly in- 
operative as a deed, but it has been found in practice that 
customers object to the name of a transferee, such as the chair- 
man of the bank, being inserted in the transfer, and transfers in 
blank continue to be used. But it will probably be found that 
these transfers are attended with little or no risk or 
inconvenience. The equitable interest in the stock depends 
on the contract of pledge and not on the form of 
transfer, and in cases where the banks are obliged to 
realize their security by the sale of the stock, there is nothing to 
— any one who purchases the stock from being held to 
is bargain. In such a case the buyer would insert his own 
name in the transfer, or, in case of a re-sale, would hand the 
blank transfer to the new purchaser, who would insert his own 
name as transferee. The company, assuming that the transfer 
was in order, would make no difficulty about registering the 
person who appeared to be transferee as the owner of the shares, 
and it would only be in very exceptional cases that any difficulty 
would arise. 


Professional Bailers. 


Reapers of ‘“‘ The Pickwick Papers’’ will remember that Mr. 
Pickwick, when he visited Judge’s Chambers, was much shocked 
to hear that three or four men of shabby genteel appearance 
who were lounging there were “bails” and ready to bail any- 
one to any amount and only charge half-a-crown for their 
services. Things have changed since the days of Mr. Pickwick, 
and now that arrest on mesne process and imprisonment for debt 
have been abolished, it has become unnecessary to put in bail 
in an ordinary action at law, but it would seem from the 
evidence given by a police constable in a case at Worship-street 
some days ago that there are persons whom he described as 
“‘ professional bailers”’ in criminal proceedings, These persons, 
whose business was said to be principally among foreigners, 
= insist upon a remuneration for their services which 

some proportion to the risk which they run, for it 
occasionally appears that the defendant in a criminal pr i 
who had entered into a recognizance to appear a the 
magistrate absconds while under remand, with the result that 
an order is made for the bail to be estreated and the surety 
compelled to pay the whole amount for which he is bail. 


Bye-laws. 


Tue Enxcuisx courts have on several occasions held bye-laws 
which imposed penalties for acts done without any fraudulent or 
illegal intention to be ulird vires and void. But the presumption 
that an evil intention or a knowledge of the wrongfulness of the 
act is an essential — in every offence is liable to be 
gen 4 a consideration of the subject-matter of the 
bye-law, @ majority of the Irish King’s Bench Division have 
recently held, in the case of Heiton v, McSweeney (1905, Ir. Rep. 
2 K.B.D, 47) that a bye-law of a county council which pro- 
vided that during the period between one hour after sunset and 
one hour before sunrise the owner of every vehicle which should 
be driven or be upon any street or public place should cause to 


be attached to such vehicle a lamp so constructed, and 


in the direction in which the vehicle is proceeding, was not wlird 
vires or unreasonable. It was strenuously argued that the effect 
of the bye-law was to make the owner responsible in a quasi- 
criminal proceeding in respect of an act or omission for which he 
could not otherwise be called to account, but the court (O’Brizs, 
O.J., and Mappzn, J., Grssoy, J., dissenting) held that the regu- 
lation must be taken to have been framed in the interest of the 
public, which required a departure from the ordinary rule that a 
master should be held guilty of an offence done without his 
knowledge and contrary to his orders. 


Criminal Procedure in France. 

A casE now pending in the French courts isa good illustra. 
tion of the wide difference between the criminal procedure of 
France and that prevailing in this country. By the French 
Criminal Code (as amended by supplementary laws), where, 
after a condemnation for homicide, a fact is revealed of such a 
nature as to establish the innocence of the person upon whom 
sentence has been passed, a commission may be appointed to 
inquire whether there are grounds for a revision of the sentence 
and for an indemnity. In the case referred to, the applicant 
was, in 1867, sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude for the 
murder of his stepfather, and has undergone his term of im- 
prisonment. One of the grounds upon which he asks for a 
revision of the sentence is that the wife of one of the witnesses 
at the hearing (who has since died) was not called, and that she 
is able to give evidence to shew that the person alleged to have 
been murdered died from an accident and not by murder. 


A Lesson for England. 

AN ADMIRABLE illustration of the manner in which consolida- 
tion of statutes is effected in some of the colonies is afforded 
by the Newfoundland Judicature Act, 1904. The whole statute 
law of the colony was consolidated first in 1872, and again 
twenty years later. The latter embodied the Judicature Act of 
1889. After fifteen years, the law containing the constitution 
and practice of the Supreme Court has again been consolidated, 
and is now comprised in 277 sections, with sixty-four orders in 
a schedule and thirteen appendices, containing forms and tables 
of costs. Section 273 provides that ‘the practice and procedure 
of the High Court of Justice in England shall, as far as the 
same are applicable, be the practice of the Supreme Court” of 
Newfoundland. It may be noted that section 30 abolishes the 
division of the legal year into terms. 


The Property in Wedding Presents. 


Tux supce of the Croydon County Court was, a few days ago, 
in an action by a wife against her husband, invited to lay down 
the law as to the property in wedding presents. He is reported 
to have held that if the giver of the present was known only to 
the wife, it became her separate property; but that if he was 
known to both husband and wife, it would belong to them 
jointly. This distinction may be of some assistance in sol ing 
the question of ownership, but it cannot, we think, be reli 
upon as an infallible test. The familiar observation that each 
case must be decided upon its special circumstances appears to 
to us to be peculiarly appropriate to all questions as to the 
ownership of wedding presents. 


The Father of the Profession. 


THERE Is no getting over Mr. Munron. We really hoped he 
might recognize that our latest candidate for the Fatherhood of 
Solicitors had considerable merits. He was ninety-five years 
old, had been clerk of petty sessions for about sixty years, and 
was still singularly robust and active, regularly attending the 
sessions. But, as will be seen from his interesting letter which 
we print elsewhere, Mr. Munron, whose authority in this matter 
we all recognize as supreme, has very summarily dismissed our 
petition. Our candidate is, as regards date of admission, five 
years behind Mr, Emmerson, of Deal, who he decrees to be 
“clearly entitled to the honour of being the Father of the 
Solicitor branch ” of the profession. 


Land Transfer. 
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at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet-street, E.C., on Wednesday, the 22nd 
inst., at three o’clock, to consider the working of the system of 
compulsory registration of title that has been experimentally 
on trial in the County of London since January, 1899. The 
subject will be introduced by Mr. J. 8S. Rusivsrzm. The chair 
will be taken by Mr. Atrrep Moors, F.S.1., F.A.1., the 
president of the association. The meeting will be open to 
anyone interested in the subject. 








Possessory Titles and Restrictive 


Covenants. 


Tux judgment of Farwett, J., in Re Nesbitt and Potts’ Contract 
(reported elsewhere) is of great importance, both in respect to the 
nature of restrictive covenants affecting land, and in respect to the 
nature of a title gained under the Statute of Limitations. Hitherto 
it has been possible to hold either of two views with respect to 
restrictive covenants. One view, which was apparently correct, 
was that a restrictive covenant, though it did not run with the 
land at law, yet would be binding on an assignee who took with 
notice; in other words, it ran with the land where there was 
notice. On this view it is immaterial whether the assignee 
obtains the legal or only the equitable estate. In either 
case, he is subject to the covenant if he takes with notice 
of it; otherwise he is not. The second view is that the 
covenant itself creates an equitable interest in the land in 
favour of the covenantee, and consequently this interest con- 
tinues, notwithstanding any change in the ownership of the land ; 
subject, however, to this—that, being only an equitable interest, 
it can be defeated by the vesting of the legal estate in anowner who 
takes for value without notice. Hitherto there has been no direct 
decision in favour of this view, though it has been supported by 
some notable dicta, chiefly in the judgment of Jzssz, M.R., in 
London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (20 Oh. D. 562), 
but such a direct decision has now been given by FarweEtt, J. 
The operation of restrictive covenants in equity rests, as is well 
known, on the judgment of Lord Corrennam, ©., in Zulk v. 
Moxhay (2 Ph. 774). In that case the Lord Chancellor did, 
indeed, use the expression, ‘‘ an equity attached to land by the 
owner,” but this was only casually, as it were, at the end of the 
judgment, and in the judgment itself the operation of the 
covenant was made to depend solely upon notice. ‘It is said,” 
he observed, ‘‘ that, the covenant being one which does not run 
with the land, the court cannot enforce it; but the question is 
not whether the covenant runs with the land, but whether a 
party shall be permitted to use the land if’a manner inconsistent 
with the contract entered into by his vendor, and with notice of 
which he purchased. Of course, the price would be affected by 
the covenant, and nothing could be more inequitable than that 
the original purchaser should. be able to sell the property the 
next day for a greater price, in consideration of the assignee 
being allowed to escape from the liability which he had himself 
undertaken.” 
Thus Lord Corrznnam here put aside the notion of the 
covenant running with the land in equity, and based his judg- 
ment on the injustice of allowing an assignee with notice to dis- 
regard the contract. The injustice is exactly the same whether 
the assignee takes the legal or only an equitable estate. On the 
other hand, if he has no notice, there is nothing to bind his con- 
science whether he is legal, or only equitable, owner. It is the 
notice, and not the existence of an equitable interest in the land, 
which enables the court to enforce the covenant against him. To 
the same effect is the classical dictum on the subject which occurs 
in the judgment of Knicut-Bruce, L.J., in De Mattos v. Gibson 
(4 De G. & J, 282): ‘Reason and justice seem to prescribe that 
where a man, by gift or purchase, acquires property from another 
with knowledge of a previous contract, lawfully and for valuable 
consideration made by him with a third person, to use and em- 
ploy the property for a particular purpose in a specified manner, 
the acquirer shall not, to the material damage of a third person, 
in opposition to the contract and inconsistently with it, use and 
onpey the property in a manner not allowable to the giver or 
seller,” This case related to property in, and a contract concern- 


the nature of the interest of the assignee. The contract binds 
him, not by reason of any interest in the ship which has 
been reserved to the former owner, but because notice makes 
the contract enforceable against the new owner. 
The contrary view is that the covenant runs with the land in 
equity, not on the ground of notice, but because it creates an 
equitable interest in the land, and prevails until there is an 
owner who can set up against it the defence that he has taken the 
legal estate as purchaser for value without notice. This was 
suggested by Jzssen, M.R., in London and South-Western Rail- 
way Co. v. Gomm (supra), though the matter was not really 
necessary for the decision of the point before him. The question 
was whether an unlimited option of purchase of land was void 
under the rule against ities; the answer was that it 
created an interest in land, and therefore was void. Reference 
had been made in ent to Zulk v. Moxhay (supra) for the 
purpose of shewing that land might be subject to a burden for 
an indefinite period. Sir Gzorcz Jesszt held that restrictive 
covenants were an exception from the rule against perpetuities, 
and for this he treated them as creating an equitable 
burden on the and. But it was not necessary to make this 
admission. Whether they were an equitable burden on the land, 
yet nevertheless an exception to the rule against perpetuities ; or 
whether they remained contractual only, binding the purchaser on 
the ground of notice, and so were not amenable to the rule at all, 
the result was the’ same. Moreover, they did not govern the 
case before him. The option in question involved a positive, not 
a negative obligation, and was quite a distinct matter. 
But whether restrictive covenants were germane to Gomm’s case 
or not, Jzsszt, M.R., made his reference to Zulk v. Moxhay the 
occasion for theorizing on the foundation of the doctrine of 
that case. “That doctrine,” he said, “rightly considered, 
appears to me to be either an extension in equity of the doctrine 
of Spencer's case (5.Rep. 16} to another line of cases, or else to 
an extension in equity of the doctrine of negative easements ; 
such, for instance, as the right to an access of light, which 
revents the owner of the servient tenement from 
uilding so as to obstruct the light.” And, after 
remarking that it did not matter whether the equitable 
doctrine proceeded on analogy to a covenant running with 
the land or on analogy to an easement, he laid down broadly 
the view that the restrictive covenant always prevails as 
against an equitable assignee—notice or no notice. ‘‘ The pur- 
chaser,” he said, “took the estate subject to the equitable 
burden, with the qualification that if he acquired the legal estate 
for value without notice, he was freed from the burden. That 
qualification, however, did not affect the nature of the burden ; 
the notice was required merely to avoid the effect of the legal 
estate, and did not create the right, and if the purchaser took only 
an equitable estate he took subject to the burden, whether he 
had notice or not.” ai uae i a wi 

The above passage was quoted with approval in the > Ae 
of the Court of Ap delivered by Corts, LJ., in 
Rogers v. Hosegood (48 W. R. 659; 1900, 2 Ch, p. 
405), the question there being to what extent the benefit of 
a restrictive covenant would pass with the land. ‘The benefit,” 
said the learned judge, “may be annexed to one ne and the 
burden to another, and when this has been once clearly done, 
the benefit and the burden to the respective assignees, 
subject, in the case of the burden, to proof that the legal 
if required, has been acquired with notice of the covenant.’ 
It is not clear, perhe that the same considerations apply to 
the transmissibility of the benefit and the burden of a covenant, 
and the passage from the judgment of Jmsszr, M.R., was 
adopted without examination, as though it had been really 
essential to the decision in Gomm’s case. Rogers v. Hosegood 
accepted the dictum, but did not contribute to it the t 
which would have been derived from fresh examination. 
same may be said of the reference to Sir Gsoncz Jxssax’s 
dictum in the judgment of Farwstt, J., in Osborne v. Bradley 
(1908, 2 Ch., p. 451). 

So far, then, it haps be said that the view that the 
running of the burden of a restrictive covenant depends on 
notice is sup by the original authorities of Zwik vy. 
Moxhay (supra) and De Mattos v. Gibson (supra); and that the 





ing, a ship, but the principle isthe same. Nothing is said about 
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to be extinguished by the acquisition of the legal estate without 


notice, is due to the gloss of Jzsszt, M.R., in Gomm’s case, 
approved as it was in Rogers v. Hosegood (supra) and Osborne v. 
Bradley (supra). But now we have the judgment of Farwett, 
J., in Re Nesbitt and Potts’ Contract, and that learned judge 
definitely adopts the view of Jzsset,M.R. ‘The equity which 
arises out of such a covenant ‘stands on the same footing as, and 
is ea apd analogous to, an equitable charge on real estate 
created by some predecessor in title of the present owner of the 
land charged.” This being so, it follows that the person 
entitled to the benefit of the covenant has an equitable interest 
in the land subject to it, and that “such interest has the same 
nature and qualities as any other equitable interest in the land 
in respect of priority, notice, and the like, but that notice forms 
no part of the cause of action in respect of such equitable 
interest.” In other words, it is wrong to speak of covenants 
running in equity, because of notice. They run, regardless of 
notice, because they constitute equities attached to the land, 
though want of notice may avail for a legal owner.” ‘The 
plaintiff's claim depends on the validity and priority of his own 
charge, not on any notice, unless and until the owner of the 
land sets up as a defence the plea of purchaser for value without 
notice and with the legal estate.” As we have intimated, we 
doubt whether this is the doctrine of Zulk v. Moxhay, but it is 
a clear and definite acceptance of the turn given to the doctrine 
in Gomm’e case, and it must now be taken to represent the law. 
The doctrine thus laid down as to the effect of a restrictive 
covenant made it an easy matter to deal with the remainder of 
the question raised by Re Nesbitt and Potts’ Contract. Land 
subject to such covenants had passed, prior to 1878, into the 
possession of a trespasser who in 1890 had acquired a primd 
facie title under the Real Property Limitation Acts. He sold it 
‘in that year, and the purchaser sold again in 1901. On neither 
of these sales was there any inquiry into the title prior to 1878, 
but, upon a further sale in 1903, the existence of a deed of 1872 
creating the restrictive covenants was discovered. These, upon 
the above doctrine, were still binding upon the land, unless the 
trespasser, or either of the purchasers under him, could plead pur- 
chase for value of the legal estate without notice. The trespasser 
clearly could not do so. It may be admitted that under the 
statute he acquired a legal estate, but he was not a purchaser for 
value. Thesubsequent purchasers acquired the legal estate, and 
for value, but could they plead want of notice? Actual notice 
they had none, but they had constructive notice of whatever 
would have been disclosed had they made a proper investigation 
of title. A purchaser is bound to call for the usual title, what- 
ever the usual title may be. This is forty years and so much 
more as is necessary to go back to for a proper root of title: 
Re Cox and Neve’s Contract (39 W. R. 412; 1891, 2 Ch. 109), 
Had the purchasers called for the title and got it, they would have 
seen the deed of 1872, and would have had notice of the restrictive 
covenants. There was the objection that, since they took under 
a possessory title, they could not get at an earlier and quite 
distinct paper title. But they were not, so Farwet1, J., pointed 
out, bound to accept a possessory title of twelve years. They 
waived their right to the production of the full title on which 
they might hve insisted, and they must be liable for the con- 
sequences. They had, therefore, constructive notice of the deed 
of 1872, and the land in the hands of each of them remained 
liable to the restrictive covenants, and only subject to this liability 
could it now be sold. 








Mr. Justice Bigham, says the Times, left London for Bournemouth on 
Saturday on a short holiday before going on the North-Eastern circuit. 
Judge Willis, K.C., at the King’s Lynn County Court, says the St. James’s 
Gazette, has had to decide whether the terms of the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act appiied to a windmill ; a widow secking compensation for the loss 
of her husband, who had died from injuries received while repairing the 
sails of a windmill. Two points were raised—one being that nothing was 
manufactured where corn was simply ground, and the other that wind was 
not mechanical eae Against this it was contended that a mill constituted 
on for gain, and the wind, by the aid of sails, was trans- 
into mechanical power. His honour said it was clear that neither 
steam nor water-power had ever been used at the mill, which would have 
made it a factory, and he could not define wind as ‘other mechanical 
power.” The case therefore did not come within the Act, and he must 


— 


Assessors on the Trial of Patent 


Actions, 


Tue 28th section of the Patents Act, 1883, provides that, “‘ In an 
action or proceeding for infringement or revocation of a pai 
the court may, if it thinks fit, and shall, on the request of either 
of the parties to the proceeding, call in the aid of an assessor 
specially qualified, and try and hear the case wholly or partially 
with his assistance.” Oonsidering the number of patent actions 
and petitions for revocations that come before the court, and the 
technical nature of the questions that are generally involved 
therein, it is rather surprising that this provision is so seldom 
resorted to. ; 

In December last there came before Mr. Justice Ripxey the 
case of Hattersley § Sons v. Hodson. It came on upon a summons 
for an order of sequestration against the defendant’s company 
for breach of an injunction granted in the action by the Court of 
Appeal, and the issue really involved in the summons was whether 
a certain machine made by the defendants was an infringement 
of the plaintiffs’ patent as construed by the Court of Appeal. 
Shortly after the plaintiffs’ case had been opened, Riptey, J,, 
intimated that he did not see his way to try the matter without 
the aid of an expert assessor, but he did not know whom to 
appoint. The parties, after consulting, named Professor Boys, 
and he was then appointed by the judge. The case was accord- 
ingly tried out before a tribunal consisting Ripiey, J., with 
Professor Boys as assessor. 

The assessor’s opinion on the points submitted to him by the 
judge was embodied in a written statement, and after delivering 
his judgment, the learned judge suggested that Professor Boys 
should read his statement to the court, but this was objected to 
by the parties. The learned judge then intimated that he 
thought the statement ought to be before the Court of Appeal, 
and, after some discussion, it was arranged that a copy of the 
statement should be furnished to each of the parties, and that 
the judge should keep the original to be handed to the Court of 
Appeal when the case came before them. 

When the case did come into the Court of Appeal, counsel for 
the appellants submitted that the statement ought not to be read 
as it was no part of the judgment of the court below, and it 
would be impossible to call evidence to shew that the assessor 
had made a mistake; but he said that he was ready to deal with 
the statement or not as the Court of Appeal might decide. The 
court then adjourned, and on its reassembling the Master of the 
Rolls, who was presiding, said that during the adjournment they 
had consulted their colleagues on the matter and that they were 
all agreed that the Court of Appeal, in dealing with the decision 
of a tribunal composed of a judge and an assessor, would not be 
in a position to do justice to the decision arrived at by the judge 
with the assistance of the assessor unless the Court of Appeal 
was able to look at what was said by the assessor to the judge, 
and, therefore, he held that the statement of Prof. Boys could be 
read, and one of the Lords Justices proceeded to read it. 

This decision lays down as a general rule that the Court of 
Appeal ought in all these cases to have before it the opinion of 
the assessor on the points submitted tohim bythe judge. Inasmuch 
as in the case under consideration that opinion was given in writing, 
no difficulty, of course, arose. But in any case in which the 
opinion of the assessor is given vivd voce it is not at all clear how 
it should be brought before the Court of Appeal. Probably in 
future the assessor will generally be directed by the judge to 
give his opinion in writing, but there may be cases in which 
this course cannot be conveniently adopted ; then it appears to 
us that it would be the duty of the judge to state fully in his 
judgment the opinion of the assessor, whether he agrees with it 
or whether he does not, because it must*not be forgotten that, 
although the judge would naturally pay great deference to the 
views of the assessor, these views are not binding on him. It is 
the judge who has to decide the case, and not the assessor. This 
was laid down by the Court of Appeal in an Admiralty case in 
1884 (The Beryl, 9 P. D. 141), wherein Brerr, M.R., said that 
where a judge was sitting with assessors it was “a mixed 
tribunal”; and added: ‘Before such a tribunal the final 
question which has to be decided is a question solely for the 





dismiss the application, but he was quite ready to state a case. 





judge. The judge is bound to give great weight to the opinion 
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writing, 
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The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish aud Irish, with a 
Collection of Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented 
on, Overruled, or Questioned, and Reference to the Statutes Passed 
during the Year 1904. By JoHNn Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Affecting Motor-cars, their Use and Construction, 
including Excise Duties and the Use of Petroleum. By WILLIAM 
Lucas, Barrister-at-Law, and ALBERT C. CRANE, Solicitor. Reeves 
& Turner. 

The Inventors’ Guide to Patent Law and the New Practice. By 
James Roperts, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. John Murray. 


American Law Review. January—February, 1905. Editor: 


LEONARD A. JoNnES, Boston. Reeves & Turner. 


Stone’s Justices’ Manual: being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1905, with Tables of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, 
and Table of Punishments. Thirty-seventh Edition. Edited by 
J. R. Rozerts, Esq., Solicitor, Clerk to the Justices, Newcastle-on- 
Tyne. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 








Correspondence. 


Land Registration as Affecting Banking. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I have read with interest the report in your issue of the 11th 
inst. containing the Times report of the meeting of the Institute of 
Bankers, where a paper was read by Mr. C. F. Brickdale on the 
practice of the Land Registry as affecting banking. 

Mr. Brickdale is reported to have said in the course of his remarks 
that ‘‘a land certificate issued to the registered proprietor gave him 
a portable counterpart of the register, and enabled him to obtain a 
temporary loan from a banker by deposit.” 

Later on in the report it appears Mr. Brickdale emphasized the fact 
“that the moment of first registration, whether with absolute or 
possessory title, marked the beginning of a new era. As regarded 
all dealings subsequent to that moment, the register, and the register 
only, was the criterion of title.” 

May I give you one concrete case {o shew how the system now in 
operation works to “‘ protect” bankers in making temporary loans on 
deposit of land certificates * 

Some little time ago I was concerned for the purchaser of some 
freehold ground-rents of £6 each secured on five houses. With 
regard to two of the houses my client, the purchaser, was already the 
owner of the leases creating the ground-rents, consequently on his 
acquiring the freehold reversion the leasehold term merged and my 
client became the owner of the rack-rents in possession. With regard 
to the other three houses, he simply acquired the freehold reversion 
subject to leases (referred to in the conveyance) having about ninety 
years unexpired by which the ground-rents were created. 

I applied for the registration of the titles as possessory titles 
separately by asking (1) that the freeholds in possession should be 
comprised in one certiticate (atthe same time sending up the leasehold 

to shew the merger); and (2) that the freeholds subject to the 
long leasehold terms might be included in a second certiticate, 

To my surprise, when I received the certiticates they were both in 
identical terms ; there was nothing to shew, in the second case, that 
the only interest which the purchaser acquired was £6 a year for the 
next ninety years, and this notwithstanding the fact that the exist- 
ence of the ground leases was expressly disclosed in the conveyance. 

I at once wrote to the registrar pointing out to him that both forms 
of certificate could not possibly be right, but I was unable to secure 
any alteration in the form. 

t will readily be seen that if the purchaser had taken the second 
certificate to his bankers professing to be the owner of the rack-rents 
they — a (had they oe Mr. oe advice and 
accepted it as the “criterion of title’’) have lent money upon 
fallacious security. oranke 

It so happened that in this very case I was also representing 
bankers, and I did not fail to call my banker clients’ particular 
attention to the point, and emphasize the warning which it gave. 

My own experience of the working of the Act is that it is prudent 
to treat the land certificate issued in respect of # possessory title as a 
mere link in the title, and to call for proof of title as if there had 
~— no a at all. 

write this letter to you in the hope that the eyes of bankers ma 
be opened to one, st all events, of the traps lying in their path if pom 
lend money on deposit of land certificates issued with a possessory 
= —rm full proof of title. E. B. 
eb. 14, 





The Change in the Presidency of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I think it only right to bring before you another instance of 
the utter incapability of the official mind to recognize or act 
according to the ordinary business requirements of the profession and 
public. Your readers, who may not have had the same experience as 
myself and probably some few others, will be surprised to hear that a 
bond to accompany administration of an estate, which was executed 
on the 1st of February, and contained the name of the late President 
of the Division, as the representative of the court to whom the bond 
should be made, has been returned by the local district registrar to 
whom it had been sent, on the ground that he has instructions not to 
receive any bonds with the name of Sir Francis Jeune inserted as 
President after the 30th of January last. 

The resignation of Sir Francis Jeune was intimated, and perhaps 
even announced, in the papers probably by the 1st inst., but it was 
not stated clearly who his successor would be on that day, and there 
were no means available to any practitioner )iving in the country of 
knowing on the 1st of February that any one had been «ppointed to 
take the late President’s place. In your last issue, dated the 4th 
instant, you state, “‘ As we go to press, we learn that the vacancy has 
been filled by the normal promotion of Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes,” 
so that I think it is clear that even you, sir, did not strictly know of 
the appointment on the 1st of February. 

In the case I have to do with, the getting the bonds re-executed by 
the four obligors will cost the parties at least £2 2s., as two of them 
have to be seen by the commissioner at their houses, and there will 
also be a delay of some days, all to satisfy some stupid regulation 
issued without proper forethought by the officials. I do not for a 
moment think that the new President, who is a man of common sense, 
would himself be party to such a regulation. I need hardly point 
out to your readers, who are mostly, of course, lawyers, that the name 
of any one in particular is really immaterial, as the bond goes on to 
apply ‘‘to the President of the said division for the time being.” 

Feb. 9. ConsTanT SUBSCRIBER, 





The Father of the Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—As you did me the honour in a recent issue to speak of meas an 
authority on this question, I respond to the iavitation, and perhaps 
it may be well to recapitulate a little for the benefit of those who have 
not followed the discussion. 

When I was admitted a solicitor, forty years ago, I happened to 
live at Croydon, and a resident there, in offering me his congratula- 
tions on my success at the examination, remarked that he hoped I 
might live as long as my neighbour, who had taken out his seventieth 
certificate. As a fact Mr. Birch died shortly afterwards, having been 
admitted so far back as 1795! 

This incident aroused my curiosity, and I discovered that there was 
another gentleman living also admitted in 1795, and by degrees I 
kept myself abreast re the lungevity of our craft, and any time these 
twenty years you have encouraged debate in your columns. 

The second gentleman to whom I refer was Mr. Thomas Dawes, of 
London, whose name continued in the Law List till 1871—in other 
words, he actualy took out his certificate for the seventy-sixth time! ! 
The name of this patriarch disappeared from the Law List in 1872. 
So far as I know, this is the ‘‘ record” in the solicitor’s branch of 
the profession. 

In after years I made the personal acquaintance of Mr. Mourilyan 
—an English solicitor practising in Paris. He was admitted in 1827, 
and in 1898, when he had taken out his seventy-second certificate, I 
ventured to offer him my arm in going up a steep staircase in Paris ; 
but he waved his hand majestically and led the way for me. He was 
the most active man well over ninety that I ever met. 

I am sorry to dislodge the name of the gentleman you quoted 
(admitted in 1838) as the present Father of the Profession. There 
are half a dozen at least older than he, and there are four who have 
taken out a minimum seventy certificaten I have personally 
ascertained that the following renewed certificates have recently been 
issued: Mr. Emmerson, of Deal, who was admitted in 1833; Mr. 
Field, of Leamington; 1834, and Mr. Beckiugsale, of Ryde, and also my 
old friend and colleague, Mr. Jansen, both of whom were admitted in 
1835. It is true that Mr. Jansen, like myself, is no longer a member 
of the Council, but only a few weeks ag» he was re-elected on the 
board of a corporation in which I hold a few shares. I can only 
express a hope thut he, and the other gentlemen, will live long 
enough to take out further certificates. Mr. Emmerson is clearly 
entitled to the honour of being the Father of the Solicitor branch. 

I shall have something to say later as to the Father of the Bar. 
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But the exceedingly loose system of registration of deaths of barristers 


makes any compilation re that branch rather a difficult task. 
Francis K. MunrTon. 


De Vere House, Bexhill-on-Sea, Feb. 13. 





Mr. Brickdale’s Paper. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—May I be allowed to call attention toa point in Mr. Brick- 
dale’s paper read at the meeting of the Institute of Bankers, and 
reported in your issue of this date, viz., his reference to the question 
of expense, The figures he gives represent the cost of a transaction 
dealing with land registered with an absolute title. 

He does not, however (as reported), refer to the case of a dealing 
with land registered with a possessory title, in which the expense of 
investigating the title : rior to registration is not included in the scale 
charges prescribed in Part II. of the second schedule to the rules of 
the 2nd of August, 1898. It is, of course, a well-known fact that 
the number of absolute titles registered is infinitesimal, and that in 
the case of possessory titles the fact of the land being on the register 
entails upon a purchaser a greater cost than on a similar transaction 
relating to unregistered land. 

This is an instance of the way in which dust is flung in the eyes of 
the public. FAIRPLAY. 


Feb. 11. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 

Settlement—Jointure.—The exercise of a power of jointuring 
contained in a settlement may be made the subject of bargain 
between hasband and wife. The power is a peculiar one, and the 
validity of its exercise is not determined by considerations applicable 
to the exercise of other special powers of appointment. The law upon 
the subject is summarized in the following passage from the judgment 
of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., in the case noted: ‘‘ The result of the 
authorities seems to me to be that the remainderman cannot complain 
so far as the appointment of a jointure is really for the benefit of the 
wife in this sense, that she will take the jointure itself free from any 
obligation to hand over part of the jointure to anybody else. It is no 
objection to the validity of the jointure that the husband receives a 
consideration for exercising the power.” Note against Whelan v. 
Palmer (39 Ch. D. 648), which is overruled, SAUNDERS v. SHAFTO 
(1905, 1 Cb. 126). 

Equitable Limitation.—The rule laid down by Joyce, J., in Re 
Tringham’s Trusts (1904, 2 Ch. D, 487), as governing the construction 
of equitable limitation was recently adopted by Farwell, J., in a case 
where by a marriage settlement real estate had been conveyed to the use 
of trustees upon trust ultimately to “ rel .convey, and transfer all 
the trust estate” among the children of the marriage, without any 
words of limitation. In this case it was held that the intention that 
the children should take the fee sufficiently appeared from the pro- 
visions of the settlement itself.—RE OLIVER’s SETTLEMENT, EVERED 
v. LEYTON (1905, 1 Ch. 191), 


_ Settlement—Condition in Restraint of Marriage.—A condition 
inserted in a will or settlement providing for forfeiture of a daughter’s 
share upon her marriage without consent is not void as being in too 
general restraint of marriage, merely because the requirement as to 
consent is extended by the condition to a period beyond the infancy 
of the daughter; nor can such a condition be treated as inoperative 
and in terrorem only where there is a valid gift over in the event of 
forfeiture. In the case noted the necessity of consent was extended 
to the whole life of the daughter in the event of any of the persons 
whose consent was required so long living.—RE Wuitine'’s SETTLE- 
MENT, WHITING v. DE RUTZEN (1905, 1 Ch. 96). 


Company Law. 


“Reconstruction” and ‘‘ Amalgamation.”—These two words 
frequently occur in memoranda of association and in trust deeds for 
the benetit of debenture-holders and stockholders, and any judicial 
utterance defining or explaining their meaning is of value. Neither 
term is a legal one, as 
meaning. Ordinarily speaking, a reconstruction is an operation by 
which an existing company transfers its assets and liabilities to a new 
company for shares in the latter distributed amongst its own share- | 
holders, and, having no further reason for existence, winds itself up ; 
whereas an amalgamation takes place where one existing company 
transfers its assets and liabilities to another existing company, or two 
or more companies transfer to a third (mew company). It is 
immaterial whether the reconstruction be under section 161 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, or under the now common-form power ' 


in the memorandum, and, as Mr. Justice Buckley points out, it is 
none the less a reconstruction because the egtitien in the two 
concerns are only substantially the same, or because all the assets do 
not pass, or because the liabilities are not taken over. In amalgama- 
tion it is enough if substantially the undertakings are blended, and 
the shareholders of the blend are substantially the same persons as 
the shareholders in the blended concerns. And when something is to 
take place in the event of a “‘ winding up for the purpose of recon- 
struction or amalgamation,” the resolution need not refer to the pur- 
pose with which it is to be passed, but the purpose may be gathered 
from the circumstances.—RE SouTH ArRicaN SUPPLY AND COLD 
SroracE Co. (Buckley, J., April 20) (1904, 2 Ch. 268). 


Reduction of Capital—Apportionmeat of Loss Between Paid- 
up Capital and Reserve.— The courts now look narrowly at resolu- 
tions for reducing capital before confirming the reduction. It seems 
plain that paid-up capital may be reduced under the Companies Act, 
1877, to the extent to which it has been ‘‘lost” or is ‘‘ unrepre- 
sented by available assets”—the Act says so. The capital need 
not be both lost and unrepresented by available assets—either 
state of things will justify reduction. Capital may have 
been lost, but there may still be something in the hands of the 
company which in @ sense represents it—i.e., a reserve piled up with 
accumulations of profit. If that profit exists in the form of reserve 
not separated from the working assets, and a loss of capital is shewn, 
it seems that reduction may be effected by attributing a part of the 
loss to capital, and cancelling to that extent, and attributing the rest of 
the loss to reserve and wiping out reserve to that extent. The 
judgments of tbe Lords Justices require careful consideration, 
and Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy explains a decision of his own in Re 
Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (1900, 1 Ch. 846).—Rz Hoare & Co. 
(C.A,, June 10) (1904, 2 Ch. 208). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


AIREY v. WEIGHILL AND OTHERS. No. 1. 10th Feb. 


Trapve Unton—Mempers, Avtuorrry or, To Bryp Unton—Trapve Union 
Acts, 1871 (c. 31) anp 1876 (c. 22). 

Appeal from judgment of Grantham, J., sitting with a special jury. 
The plaintiff was a stonemason. The defendants, Weighill and others, 
were trustees of the Friendly Society of Operative Stonemasons of England, 
Ireland and Wales, registered under the Trade Union Acts, 1871, 1876. 
The defendants Rawson and Elliott were respectively president and secre- 
tary of the Sunderland district branch of the said society. The defendants 
McConnell and Shaw were members of the said society. The plaintiff was 
not a member of the said society. The plaintiff and the defendants 
Rawson, Elliott, McConnell and Shaw were employed by Thomas Pearson 
Shaftoe, being subject to dismissal at one hour’s notice. The defendants 
in the employ of the said Pearson gave notice by reason of the employ- 
ment of the plaintiff, a non-member of the union, with the result that the 
said Pearson dismissed the plaintiff in order to retain the services of the 
said defendants. The plaintiff brought an action for conspiracy to procure 
and induce his dismissal. There was evidence at the trial by Elliott that 
the branch or lodge of which he was secretary actually passed a prohibition 
against any strike, so that there was, in fact, no strike, but the men who 
gave notice did so in the expectation, which was fulfilled, that the 
employer would give way. The jury, however, considered that the lodge 
must have approved of the action of their members, because seventeen out 
of the forty voters at the meeting, which Elliott stated had been unani- 
mous, had acted diametrically opposite to the alleged decision. The jury 
found a verdict for the plaintiff. The defendants appealed. 

Tux Covrr (Coturxs, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Haxpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal with costs. : 

Couurns, M.R. (after stating the nature of the action).—The learned 
judge put certain questions to the jury, upon the answers to which he gave 
his judgment. Thereare two points. Firstly, does an action lie against 
anybody at all? Secondly, assuming there be personal liability for the 
acts done, is the society responsible also? The first point can be dis- 
regarded, because counsel admits that judgment against the workmen 
individually would be of no value; it would only be a step towards 
attaching liability on the society. ‘The questions put by the learned judge 
to the jury were (1) Did Rawson and Elliott order the men to send in their 
resignations with a view of getting rid of the plaintiff: Answer: Yes. 





neither has an exact definite commercial | 


(2) Did they by their act intend to force the plaintiff to join the society? 
Answer: Yes. (3) Did they act as if in pursuance of orders from the 
lodge, or by the approval of the lodge ? Yes ; the lodge approved, because 
seventeen out of forty members present acted contrary to the all 

unanimous decision of the meeting. We are not dealing with the individual 
responsibility of Rawson and Elliott, the president and secretary of the 
lodge, but only with the responsibility of the society by reason of their 
acts. These men were officers of lodge as ———— from the 
society of which it was only a branch. To enable the plaintiff to succeed 
it is necessary for him to fix the general society with the responsibility for 
the acts done by these two men, The onus is entirely on him. Now lock 
at the question. 
‘pursuance of orders from the 


In the third question the judge apparently distinguishes 
oe 2 st lodge” fa “approval of the lodge.” 
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Possibly it may bave meant ratification. There was not the slightest 
evidence of ratification. The jury said the lodge ‘‘ approved ’’—by which 
they probably meant to distinguish approval from orders—because seven- 
teen members acted in opposition to the alleged unanimous decision, That 
answer was argumentative, an unsafe thing for a jury todo. What was 
the grounds of this finding. Eliott gave evidence of a meeting at which 
the lodge decided not to advise a strike. The society must approve of the 
strike in order that the men may get support from the funds. For the rules 
set out that the lodges are bound to send all surplus cash to the 
central society, and the strike fund, it is quite obvious,comes from the 
central fund. I am quite unable to find any rule which says such pay- 
ment may be made by the lodge. Now, the jury have assumed that the 
evidence of Elliott was not true, that there was no meeting which refused 
to interfere with the matter. But that is not enough to support their 
finding. They must have assumed that there was a resolution which 
authorized the strike. Because they did not believe the witness that there 
was a resolution prohibiting the strike, out of their imagination they have 
evolved another resolution to the effect that the lodge approved: of this 
there was no evidence at all. It seems to me quite consistent with the 
resolution spoken of by Elliott that the men subsequently went out on 
strike. They thought, even without the sanction of the lodge, they would 
obtain their ends. We have had an elaborate argument based on the Zu’ 
Vale case (1901, A. C. 426) and Giblan’s case (1903, 2 K. B. 600), that the 
society is bound by the acts of these two persons. The decisions, in my 
opinion, are conclusive against this case. Jn the second case the person 
was the secretary of the executive committee, authorized in the eveats 
which happened to represent the committee. There was there no question 
of ratification at all. He was put in a position to do acts which he did by 
the central body. The society was clearly liable. Here there is no 
evidence that the central body authorized the lodge, and no evidence even 
that the lodge authorized the strike except in the imagination of the jury. 
The burden of proving the approval of the union is upon the plaintiff, and 
there was no evidence for the consideration of the jury. In my judgment, 
there being no evidence of any authority by the union for these acts, 
judgment must be entered for the union in this case. 

Matuew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred. —Covunset, Atherley 
Jones, K.C., Chester Jones, and Shortt; Bankes, 1.C., and Gawan Taylor. 
Soxicrrors, Blundell, Gordon, § Co., for Ritson & Hope, Sunderland ; Shaen, 
Roscoe, Massey, & Co. 

[Reported by Maveice N. Davceuer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE BOSTON FRUIT CO. +. THE BRITISH AND FOREIGN MARINE 
INSURANCE CO. No. 2, 17th Jan. and 6th Feb. 


Suirrinc — Insurance — Cuarterers — Ricat or CHARTPRERS TO SUE 
on Poricyx—Casartrerzers Nor Mentionep 1x Poricy — lytention— 
Comstrecction or CHARTER-PARTY. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Bigham, J. The action was by 
charterers against underwriters, and the question was whether the 
charterers were entitled to sue on a policy of insurance on the steamship 
Barnstaple, dated the 5th of April, 1895, The policy is a valued policy on 
“‘hull and material, £12,000; engines and machinery, £7,000—£19,000.” 
Collision and other clauses are attached. ‘I'he policy was a time policy, 
from the 21st of March, 1895, to the 20th of March, 1896. The policy was 
effect-d by Messrs. John Holman & Sons on the instructions of Messrs. 
Craggs & Sons, described in the charter-party as ‘‘ agents for the owners.”’ 
On the 13th of January, 1896, The Barnstaple came into collision with The 
Fortuna and The Fortuna was sunk. The collision was caused by the 
negligence of the master and crew of The Larnstaple. The plaintiffs were 
charterers of The Barnstaple. By a charter-party dated the 10th 
of March, 1894, and made between R. Craggs & Sons, described 
therein as agents for the owners, and the plaintiffs, the plain- 
tfis chartered The Barnstaple, which was then being built by Messrs. 
Craggs & Sons, for thirty-six calendar months from March, 1893. The 
charter-party amounted to a demise of The Barnstaple. The Barnstaple at 
the time of the collision was employed by the plaintiffs under the charter- 
party. On the 15th of January, 1896, the owners of The Fortuna instituted 
proceedings against The Barnstaple inthe District Court in the United States 
of America for the district of Massachusetts, claiming damages in respect of 
the collision. On the petition of the owners of The Barnstaple the Boston 
Fruit Co., as charterers of The Barnstaple, were made parties to the suit. 
At the hearing in the District Court tne liability of The Barnstaple was 
admitted, and damages agreed at 14,575 dols., aud the suit thenceforward 
proceeded as an independent cause between the now plaintiffs, the Boston 
fruit Co., and the owners of The Barnstaple to determine which, as between 
them, was the party liable to pay the said damages. ‘This suit, after going 
through the Circuit Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court of the United 
States of America, was ultimately decided in favour of the owners. The 
Boston Fruit Co., having paid the whole damages to the owners of The 
Fortuna, in accordance with the result of the suit, now sued the under- 
writers for their proportion of the sum so paid as a loss under the policy of 
insurance. Bigham, J., dismissed the action. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tae Cover (Vavonas Wittiams, Romen, and Srintoo, L.JJ.) dismissed 


Vavonax Wiii1ams, L.J.—This policy was effected by John Holman & 
Sons ‘as well in their own name as for and in the name and names of | 
all and every other person or persons to whom the subject-matter of this 
policy does, may, or shall appertain in part or in all.’ John Holman & 
Sons, a6 appears from the agreed facts, effected the policy on the instruc- 
tions of K. gs & Bons—viz,, as insurance brokers. The name of the 


whose act has been subsequently ratified and adopted by them. It is not 
suggested that the Boston Fruit Co. had any direct commuication with the 
brokers, John Holman & Sons; the suggestion is that R. Craggs & Song 
either instructed Holman on behalf of the Boston Fruit Co., being 
authorized so to do by necessary implication arising from the terms of the 
charter-party, cr that even if Craggs & Sons did not effect the policy on the 
authority of the Boston Fruit Co., yet the terms of the policy are sufficient 
to describe the Boston Fruit Co. and cover their interest in the ship, and 
that the Boston Fruit Co. have ratified and adopt«d the agency thus 
assumed on their behalf. Bigham, J., says in his judgment, 
** Now, before an underwriter can be made liable on a policy at 
the suit of a plaintiff whose name does not appear on the face of the 
document, 1t must be shewn by clear evidence that the person taking out 
the policy intended at the time to effect the insurance on the plaintiff's 
behalf’’; and he then proceeds to shew that there is no evidence of any 
such intention, and’ that ail that can possibly be contended is that the 
intention ought to be inferred from the terms of the charter-party. [ 
will deal presently with the terms of the charter-party, and the inferences 
which ought to be drawn from those terms; but, before doing so, I should 
like to say that Iam not sure that Bigham, J., is right, if he means that 
the onus of proving the intention is thrown on the plaintiff who is suing 
on the policy in a case like the present, where the words defining the 
interests intended to be covered by the policy are manifestly wide enough 
to cover the plaintiff's interest. ‘The passage in the second paragraph of 
p. 36 of vol. 2, lecture 9, of Duer’s Marine Insurance does not seem quite 
consistent with this view. In the present case there is no evidence 
whatever outside the general words of the policy available to prove the 
intention to insure on behalf of the plaintiffs, except the terms of the 
charter-party itself. The real case of the plaintiffs is based on the terms 
of the charter-party, which, it is said, either casts a duty upon Craggs to 
insure on behalf of the charterers, or at least authorized them to insure on 
their behalf, and it is said that in either case, as the policy contains words 
wide enough to cover the interest of the charterers, it must be inferred, 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that the intention of Craggs 
was to insure their interest. If this contention is right, no question of 
ratification, properly so called, would seem to arise. ‘I'he case would then 
resolve itself by the answer to the question—Did the charterers, by the 
terms of the charter-party, authorize the effecting of the policy on their 
behalf, for, in my judgment, the policy actually effected does in words 
cover the interest of the charterers’ If, however, the terms of the charter- 
party do not authorize Craggs to effect a policy covering the interest of 
the charterers, I cannot come to the conclusion that the charterers ever 
ratified or adopted the policy. On the contrary, they seem to me, with the 
consent of the owners, to have rejected the agency of the owners in that 
behalf, and I doubt whether it was necessary for the rejection of that agency 
that it should be communicated directly to the underwriters, especially as 
it is agreed between the plaintiffs and the underwriters that the stipulation 
regarding facts on p. 37 of the American Record, and the evidence taken, shall 
be included as part of the agreed facts in this case. It remains to consider 
the effect of the terms of the charter-party and see whether there is any- 
thing in it either constituting or excluding an obligation or authority on 
or to Craggs & Sons to insure on behalf of the charterers. The charter-party 
relates to two screw steamships to be built, and by clause 2 the charterers 
shall provide and pay for stores, tackle, &c., and for the provisions aud 
wages of the captain, engineers, and crew, who, excepting the ‘‘ guarautee 
engineer,’’ shall be appointed by them, and that the owners shall maintain 
the vessel in a thoroughly efficient state in hull and machinery for 
the service, including winches with chain, gear, and donkey boiler. 
Clause 17: “In the event of loss of time from collision, stranding, 
want of repairs, break down of machinery, or any cause apper- 
taining to the duties of the owner preventing the working of the 
vessel for more than twenty-four working hours, the payment of the 
hire shall cease from the hour when detention begins until she be 
again in an efficient state to resume her service. Further, if in conge- 
quence of such deficiency, collision, want of repairs, break down, or other 
causes the vessel should put into any port or ports other than those to 
which she is bound, port charges, pilotages, and other expenses at those 
ports shall be borne by the owners; but should the vessel be driven into 
port or to anchorage by stress of weather, such detention or loss of time 
shall fall on the charterers. It is understood in the event of steamer from 
above causes putting into any port or ports other than those to which she 
is bound, that the charterers are covered as to expenses as the owners are 
by their insurance.”’ Clause 22: ‘‘ The owners shall pay for the insurance 
on the vessel.’’ Now, it cannot be doubted that clause 2 throws on the 
owner the responsibility for the maintenance of the vessel in an efficient 
state in hull and machinery for the service, and it seems clear that under 
this charter-party, which amounts to a demise, the charterers are not only 
responsible for the negligence of the master and crew towards third persons, 
but that, as between the owners and charterers, losses arising from 
such negligence must fall on the charterers ; but this, of course, does not 
prevent the owner having an insurable interest imthe ship or in anything 
elee covered by this policy. Such being the general scope of the charter- 
party, I will now consider what is the meaning of clauses 17 and 22, and 

what is their application to the present case, in which it is an agreed fact 
that the collision was caused by the negligence of the master, mates, or 
crew in charge of the navigation of the steamship. Now what is the 
meaning of clause 17/ ‘The first part of clause 17, down to and including 
the word “ service,” provides for the cessation of payment of hire in the 
event of loss of time from collision, stranding, want of repairs, break down 





Boston Fruit Co., the plaintiffs, nowhere appears on the policy, and it 
follows that to entitle the plaintiffs to sue on this policy, which was not 
made by we age themselves, they must shew either that it was made 
on their behalf by John Holman & Sous, authorized to act for them, or 


of machinery, or any cause appertaining to the duties of owner preventing 
the working of the vessel for more than twenty-four working hours, and 
the hire is vo cease from the hour when detention begins until the ship be 
again in uw efficient state to resume her cervice. The clause is clumsily 
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= 
drawn. The loss of time which prevents the working of the vessel may 
apparently arise from causes over which the owner bas no control— 
for instance, a collision might arise from negligent navigation of 
another ship, or it might arise from negligence of the charterer’s servant, 
or the causes of the loss of time might arise from the perils of 
the sea, or the loss of time might arise from imperfections in the 
machinery provided by the owner—but in each and all these cases the 
payment of hire is to cease, and the owners have an insurable interest in 
the loss of time arising from these causes, and then the clause provides 
that port charges, pilotages, and other expenses should be borne by the 
owners if the vessel should put into any port or ports other than those to 
which she is bound, if that is the consequence of certain causes, and one 
would expect to find the causes identical with those before mentioned. 
But they are not identical. ‘‘Stranding’’ is omitted, as also the words 
“or any cause appertaining to the duties of the owner,” and the words 
“such deficiency’’ are introduced. I think that the differences - arise 
simply from careless drafting, and that mere repetition is intended. Then 
follows an antithetical paseage—‘‘ But should the vessel be driven into 
port or to anchorage by stress of weather, such detention or loss of time 
shall fall on the charterers.’’ Now I think that this means a stress of weather 
not resulting in any of the above-mentioned causes as the proximate 
cause of detention. It is suggested that the conclusion of clause 17 
eatitles the charterers, at ali events when read in conjunction with 
clause 22, to the benefit of the policy taken out by the owners as a 
policy taken out on their behalf, or at all events is consistent with the 
policy having been taken on their behalf. I cannot agree. 1 cannot 
believe that clause 22 taken alone means anything more than that the 
owners are to pay the premiums on any insurance of the vessel which they 
should choose to effect, and that the owners should not be entitled to 
charge the charterers in account with these premiums. Nor do I think 
that the consideration of clause 17 alters this conclusion. I think that 
the effect of the whole charter-party, including clause 17, is to leave the 
charterers liable, as between themselves and the owners, for the conse- 
quences of negligent navigation, and I cannot find in clause 17 itself, or in 
clause 17 read in conjunction with clause 22, any words sufficient to cast 
on the owners the obligation to insure on behalf of the charterers 
against collision or detention risks. I do not think that the 
word ‘‘covered’’? in clause 17 imports a contract by the owners 
to effect a policy on behalf of the charterers. I think ‘‘ cover” 
means no more than that the owners will give the charterers the protection 
of the policy to the extent that they happen to insure against risks cast on 
the charterers by the charter-party. But this does not affect the under- 
writers, and I cannot find in the charter-party or elsewhere any sufficient 
evidence to justify the inference that the policy effected by the owners was 
intended to be effected on behalf of the charterers. On the contrary, I 
think that the terms of the charter-party would exclude such an inference, 
even on the assumption that the onus of proving the exclusion is cast upon 
the underwriters. Moreover, I think it is impossible to leave out of 
consideration the evidence of Mr. Bennett in the American litigation, given 
on behalf of the now plaintiffs, that it was optional with the owners 
whether they were insured or not, and that insurance did not concern the 
charterers, I think that the judgment of Bigham, J., should be affirmed, 
and this appeal be dismissed with costs. 

Romer and Srreure, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
CovnseL, Carver, K.C., and Llewelyn Davies; Scrutton, K.C., Hamilton, 
K.0., and Hilt, Soxicrrors, Zhorne § Welsford ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, 


& Whatton, 
[Reported by J. I. Sriacina, Esq., Barristgn-at-Law. 


EMBERICOS »v. ANGLO-AUSTRIAN BANK. No, 2. 
10th Feb. 


Bayxen—Sroten Osrque—Forcrp Inporsement—Conriict or Laws— 
RaNsveR iN Foreign Countrry—Bruis or Excnancr Act, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vicr. c. 61), ss, 24, 72. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs, L. & M. Embericos, from the judgment of 
Walwn, J., sitting without a jury (reported 1904, 2 K, B. 870), The 
action was in respect of the wrongful conversion of a cheque, drawn abroad 
by a foreign bank on an English bank, stolen from the plaintiffs after 
iudorsement over by the payee and the special indorsement c aud the 
cheque cashed by the aefendants who cashed it at the bank where it was 
drawn. According to English law, the defendants had no defence, but if 
the case were governed by the foreign law the plaintiffs had no cause of 
action, His lordship gave judgment for the defendants. 

Tur Covrr dismissed the appeal, a written judgment, with which 
Romer and Srietino, L.JJ., concurred, being delivered by 

Vavonan Witurams, L.J., who said that on the 6th of March, 1903, a 
Roumanian bank drew a cheque on a London bank payable to the prder of 
tue plaintiffs, who in Roumania indorsed it over to G@. Embericos’ & Oo., 
and placed it in an envelope addressed to them in London; the envelope, 
however, was opened by a clerk of the plaintiffs and the cheque stolen. 
Un the 9th of March, 1903, the cheque properly indorsed was presented 
at a Vienna bank to be cashed, the bank cashed it, indorsed it 
to the defendants, and posted it to them, and they cashed it in 
London at the bank on which it was drawn. ‘The indorsement of 
(i, Embericos & Co., was forged. Under the law of Austria the dond fide 
holder of a cheque bought without gross negligence and for value is 
entitled to the proceeas thereof, notwithstanding the cheque has 
been stolen or the indorsement forged. Under the law of England a 
forged indorsement passed no title, and it was therefore nece to 
determine whether the validity of the transfer of the cheque should be 
governed by English law or Austrian, Walton, J., decided that the foreign 
law prevailed because (@) the rule, that the assignment of a chattel 
personal which was good according to the law of the country where the 


8th, 9th, and 


chattel was situate at the time of assignment was valid in this country, 
applied to a negotiable instrument (citing Alcock v. Smith, 1892, 
1 . 238), and because (5) of the meaning he attached to the word 
‘<indorsement’’ as used in section 72 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882— 
that is to say, ‘‘indorsement’’ meant the “legal effect’’ of a ‘‘ wansfer 
by indorsement.’’ Walton, J.’s, view as to the effect of Alcock v. Smith 
was correct, although in that case the transfer was not by indorsement 
but by process of law. ‘This conclusion negatived the cause of action in 
this case, but the state of the law would Le unsatisfactory if an indorse- 
ment would be effective to give a good title to an indorsee as against the 
payee, but not effective according to English law to give the mdorsee a 
good title against the drawer of a cheque or acceptor of a bill, and it would 
be convenient that it should be established that the title by such indorse- 
ment was good as against the criginal parties to a negotiable instrument 
with respect to their contractual liability. Alcock v. Smith did not decide 
this, and Re Smallpage and Brandon (30 Ch. D. 598) and Lebel v. Tucker (16 
W. R. 338) were authorities to the contrary, and it had never been decided 
that the drawer of a cheque payable in England was liable by contract to 
pay on a forged indorsement valid by foreign, but invalid by English law. 
‘The contract probably was that the drawer would pay on any indorsement 
ized by the law of England, even though such indorsement 
were invalid according to that law. His lordship’s conclusion was 
that the judgment of Walton, J., must be affirmed, but the affirmance 
would not increase the liability of the bank upon which the cheque was 
drawn and which paid the cheque. His lordship further did not think 
that sub-section 2 of section 72 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, was 
conclusive of the present case, nor did section 24 of the same Act govern 
the case of an indorsement abroad.—CovunseL, Eldon Bankes, K.C., and 
L. De Gruyther ; Cohen, K.C., and Maurice Hill, Soxicrrons, Downing, 
Handcock, Middleton, § Lewis. 
[Reported by Henry Sreruey, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]| 


THE KENT COUNTY COUNCIL v. THE MAYOR, &c., OF FOLKESTONE. 
No, 2. 10th Feb. 


Hicuways—Reprarm—Exrraorprnary Trarric—ExtraorprsarRy Expenses 
ror Rerarrs—Haviace or Materia, Over Roaps—Pexiop or Liwra- 
TION FOR Recovery or Damaces—Hicuways anv Locomotives AMEND- 
MENT Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 77), s. 23—Locomorives Act, 1898 (61 
& 62 Vicr. c. 29), 8s. 12—Pvusiic Aurnoritigs Protection Act, 1893 (56 
& 57 Vier. c. 61), s. 1. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from the judgment of Darling, J. 
(reported 68 J. P. 590, 20 Times L. R. 780). Tne intiffs as highway 
authorities claimed damages for expenses to which they were put by 
reason of the damage caused by extraordinary traffic on highways belong- 
ing to them by or in consequence of the defendants’ orders. The damage 
to the highways in question was caused by traction engines being taken 
along the highway by or in consequence of the defendants’ order, for 
the hauling of stone and material tor the ing of a road in the 
borough of Folkestone. The work in connection therewith commenced in 
December, 1902, and was continuing when action was brought and the 
damage was done in the spring of 1903, and as to part of it within twelve 
months before suit, by a contractor engaged on the work. The 
claim was for £520 odd, being the amount of the e i expenses 
incurred by the highway authority under section 23 of the Highways and 
Locomotives Amendment Act, 1878, as amended by section 12 of the 
Locomotives Act, 1898, which provide that proceedings for the recovery of 
such expenses must be commenced within twelve months of the time when 
the damage was done, or where the results from any work 
extending overa long period must be commenced not later than six months 
after the completion of the entire work. It is provided by the first section 
of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, that an action, against any 
person for an act done in pursuance of any public duty, shall not be 
instituted unless within six months next after the act complained of, or in 
case of continuance of injury or damage within six months next after the 
ceasing thereof. Darling, J., found that, subject to the limitation, 
the plaintiffs were entitled to £300 for the done by the extra- 
ordinary traffic, but gave judgment for the defendants on the ground that 
the effect of the above Acts was that although private persons might be 
sued within twelve months of the doing of the damage, yet that public 
authorities must be sued within six months of the being done — 
that is to say, that section 1 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1895, 
was not repealed by the Locomotives Act, 1898. 

e Covnr allowed the appeal to the extent of reducing the damages to 
50. 


Vavenan Writs, LJ, with Darling, J., in holding that the 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, was not repealed by the Locomotives 
Act, 1898, and that the Acts did not conflict. Because one period ot 
limitation was fixed for the public in general and another for a special class 
there was no conflict between them. But he did think that the Act of 
1893 did not apply to the present case, for the reason that the was 
done by a contractor who was not the servant of the defendants. Under 
the Act of 1878 the defendants could not have been proceeded against, 
because the act of damage was not committed by them. Section 12 
of the Act of 1898, however, amended the Act of 1878 by substi- 
tuting for the words ‘* by whose order” the words “* by or in consequence 
of whose order,”’ and the remedy was altered, the action being for 
damages to the road and not merely for the of repairs, His 
lordsnip did not think that the time of Uimitation bagan to rua only from 
the end of all the works for widening the road. 
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which the action was brought against a person ‘‘ in consequence of whose 
= ’”? the damage had been done. Appellants would have costs of appeal 
only. 

Se and Srraumnc, L.JJ., concurred.—Cotnsrt, Dickens, K.C., and 
Theobald Mathew ; Hume Wiiliams, K.C., and FE. W. Hansell. Soxtcrrors, 
Church, Adams, § Prior, for Charles Turner, Maidstone; Holt, Beever, § 
Crowdy, for A. F. Kidson, Folkestone. 


[Reported by Hexry Sreruen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re NESBITT AND POTTS’ CONTRACT AND Re THE VENDOR AND 
PURCHASER ACT, 1874, Kkarwell, J. 31st Jan.; 2nd and 8th Feb. 


Sreciric Perrormance— Restrictive CoveNant—Possessory TitLtE—Con- 
sTRUCTIVE Notice — KeasonaBLeE INqurry — Sreciric PERFormMaANcE— 
Watver or Propvctron or Titk—E—Reat Property Liwiration Act, 1833 
(3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 27), s. 34. 


Originating summons. By acontract in writing dated the Ist of January, 
1903, a vendor, F. V. Nesbitt, agreed to sell to a purchaser, 8. L. Potts, 
a piece of land at Leytonstone. ‘The title shewn began with a conveyance 
ot the 11th of August, 1890, ‘‘ in which indenture it is stated that Thomas 
Headde and his father had at that date been in possession of the said 
property for thirteen years and upwards,’’ and there had since been a sale 
to the vendor. It was admitted by the vendor that there was in existence 
a deed of 1872 containing restrictive covenants affecting the land to be 
sold— restraining the erection of shops and building beyond a certain line. 
For the vendor it was argued: (1) That this possessory title was a good 
one, and that a purchaser under it was not affected by the restrictive 
covenants in the deed of 1872; (2) that the purchaser had waived his 
objections by going into possession. It was agreed to set aside the ques- 
tion of waiver and to obtain a decision on the point whether the vendor, 
who had purchased from the assignee of a ‘‘ squatter’’ with a statutory 
title by possession, without any inquiry into the title prior to 1878, could 
give a good title to the land in question free from the restrictive covenants 
contained in the deed of 1872. For the vendor it was argued: (1) That 
the ‘‘squatter’’ Headde was not bound because he acquired title by pos- 
session under the statute, and had nothing at all to do with the title of 
anyone prior to him; that he had a paramount title in fact; (2) that section 
34 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, protected Headde whether he 
had notice or not, and that, if this were so, it was immaterial whether 
subsequent purchasers had notice or not; (3) failing that, the two subse- 
quent purchasers were not bound unless they were affected with notice. 

Farwe 1, J., in a considered judgment, dealt with these three points in 
order, having first discussed the nature of restrictive covenants : Except 
between the parties, these covenants were not, as had been argued for the 
vendor, enforceable by anything in the nature of acticn or suit founded 
upon contract. But if the covenant were negative, so as to restrict the 
mode of use and enjoyment of the land, then there is called into existence 
an equity attached to the property, of such a nature that it is annexed to 
and runs with it in equity (Zuik v. Moxhay, 2 Ph. 774), such an equity is 
analogous to an equitable charge on real estate created by a predecessor in 
title of the owner of the land charged. It is created by contract but, 
except as between the original parties, can only be enforced upon the land 
itself. This was the basis of the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Haywood v. Brunswick Building Society (30 W. R. 299, 8 Q. B. D. 403), 
where it was said that effect could be given to the negative covenant by 
means of the land itself, but that there is no personal liability on the part 
of the owner for the time being. So also with mere occupation in 
Mander v. Falcke (40 W. R. 31; 1891, 3 Ch. 554). In London and South- 
Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (30 W. R. 630, 20 Ch. D. 583) Sir George 
Jessel stated that ‘‘the purchaser took the estate subject to the equitable 
burden but if he acquired the legal estate for value without notice he was 
freed from the burden. The notice did not create the right, it merely 
avoided the effect of the legal estate.” | The person entitled to the 
benefit of the restrictive negative covenant over Blackacre has an equitable 
interest in Blackacre, of the same nature as any other equitable interest, 
notice forming no part of the cause of action in respect of such equitable 
interest. The claim to enforce such negative covenant depends, as in the 
case of a charge, on its validity and priority, not on any notice, unless and 
until the owner of the land sets up as a defence the plea of purchase 
for value without notice and with the legal estate. The equitable 
charge exists independently of notice, and notice is only important to bind 
the conscience when the legal estate is set up as a defence against the 
equitable claim. MacLean v. Mackay (21 W. BR. 798, 5 P. C. 327) could not 
be taken to mean, as suggested for the vendor, that the person to be 
bound by the covenant must derive the title from the covenantor. 
Now Headde, who was a trespasser until he acquired a title under the 
Real Property Limitation Act, could not be a purchaser for value. He 
could not therefore have set up any want of notice as an effectual defence 
to an action to enforce the restrictive covenants against him. The land in 
his hands was therefore bound by these covenants. This disposes of the 
first argument. As to the second point raised, section 34 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act enacts that at the determination of the period 
limited by the Act to any person for bringing an action, suit, entry, or 
distress for land or rent, the right or title of such person to the land or 
rent in question should be extinguished. This extinguishes the title of 
the d owner but does not transfer it to the statutory owner. 
Tichborne v. Weir (67 L. T. 735) decided that a statutory owner was not 
liable to pay rent and perform covenants in the place of the lessee 
whom he ousted ; but this does not imply that Headde acquired 
@ title free from all burdens attaching to the former owner’s estate. 








A legsee’s covenants are incident toa part of his estate and are extinguisheg 
with it, but the burden of these restrictive covenants is not incident, but 


paramount to the estate of the dispossessed owner. All that the Agt 
extinguishes is the right and title of the person who fails to make an entry 
or bring an action for the recovery of the land in question. The person 
entitled to enforce these covenants cannot do so by entry or distress or by 
bringing an action to recover land. The real analogy is not to a lessee’s 
covenants, but to rights of way and similar easements. If a trespasser 
acquires a statutory title to land over which such easements exist, he can. 
not plead the Statute of Limitations when they are sought to be enforced 
but must shew abandonment, like any other landowner, for, in dealing 
with the Statute of Limitations the court must do so on the assumption 
that, if it were not for the statute, the action could be maintained, 
The Statute of Limitations is therefore no answer. In regard to the third 
point, the position is as follows: The vendor said that the purchase in 
1890 was tor value without notice. The purchaser said there was cop. 
structive notice. There was no actual notice and no wilful abstentiog 
from inquiry, but it is settled that a purchaser is bound to inquire into the 
vendor’s title, and will be affected with notice of all that reasonable 
inquiry would have disclosed, whether he waives inquiry voluntarily or 
under the terms of his contract to purchase: Conveyancing Act, 1882, 
s. 3. Reasonable inquiry is defined by Sir George Jessel as the 
‘‘usual title,”’ and this is now forty years: Re Cox and Neve’s Contract 
(39 W. R. 412; 1891, 2 Ch. 109). But here it is said that the proper 
title, prior to the twelve years’ possession, was not the title that the 
vendor could produce. But however plausible this reason for not 
producing more than twenty years’ title, the purchaser was not bound 
to accept such title: Jacobs v. Revell (49 W. R. 109; 1900, 2 Ch. 858), 
The cases where a title depending on the Statute of Limitations has been 
forced"on a purchaser are cases where a particular objection apparent on 
the face of the title as shewn has been held to be covered by possession 
for the statutory period. The present vendor and purchaser in 1890 
accepted a title they could not, have been compelled to take, and waived 
their right to production of a full title, and they are therefore liable for 
the consequences. It is for the vendor to prove that he had no notice 
from the prior deeds, and he can only do so by producing them. Other. 
wise, a vendor who lacked the proper forty years’ evidence would be ina 
better position than one who had the necessary deeds. Further, the 
deficiency of title is here due to the fact of that title being founded on a 
successful trespass. The statutory title thus obtained is due to the 
demerits of the owner, who was careless enough to allow himself to be 
dispossessed for twelve years, not to any merits of the trespasser, who was 
for twelve years a wrongdoer. The latter is entitled to what the statute 
gives him, but no more, and those who purchase from him must take the 
risk of suffering for the infirmity of his title. As a result it was held that 
no title was shewn in the present case.—CounseEL, Jessel ; Jenkins, K.C., and 
Romer Macklin. Soxicitors, Granville Smith, Coleman, Betts, § Co. ; Harris, 
Chetham, § Cohen. 
{Reported by C. H. Canvey Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ex parte THE TRUSTEES OF THE THAVIE ESTATE, Farwell, J. 
7th Feb. 


Merrororis—Computsoxy PurcnasE—REINVESTMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEYS 
In Lanp—GrantinG Lease as Part or Purcuase AGREEMENT— EXPENSES 
or Conveyance—Lanps Ciavuses Consoxipation Act (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 19), 
s. 81 


Adjourned summons. The Corporation of the City of London, under 
the powers granted to them by the Holborn Valley Improvement Act, 
1864, and the Holborn Valley Improvement Amendment Act, 1867, 
acquired land by compulsory purchase from the trustees of the Thavie 
Estate, a charity established under the will of John Thavie and holding 
land for the purposes of its trusts. ‘The money representing the purchase 
price was in court, and a summons was issued by the governing body of the 
Church of St. Andrew, Holborn, which comprises the Thavie Trustees, asking 
for the approval by the court of an agreement for the purchase of freehold 
lands on the east side of Leather-lane, in the City of London, and payment 
out of court to complete the purchase. The agreement sought to bs 
approved provided that the purchasers should grant to the vendors a lease 
of the demised land at a ground-rent for a term of years, and a question 
arose in chambers as to the costs of granting this lease. For the trustees 
of the Thavie Estate it was contended that section 81 of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, which enacts that the expenses of 
reinvesting the purchase-moneys obtained under a compulsory purchas@ 
shall be borne by the authority making the compulsory purchase when 
called upon to do so by the other party, applied also to the costs of grauting 
a lease to the vendors-of the property in Leather-lane, such lease being 
providal for by the purchase ment now sought to be approved. It 
was admitted before the Master that such costs had been allowed before, 
and the Master decided that the costs of granting a lease to the vendors 
of the property in Leather-lane should be paid for by the Corporation of 
London, as well as the costs of the conveyance of the property to 
the Thavie Estate Trustees. On being adjourned into court the cases of 
Ex parte The Governors of Christ's Hospital (2@ Eq. 605) and Ex parte The 
Vicar of Sawston (6 W. R. 492, 27 L. J. Ch. 755) were cited. 

Farwe tL, J., in giving judgment, said: This is a question arising on 
the interpretation ot the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, which, [ think, 
has already been settled. Apart from the decision of the Master, I should 
never have had any doubt that the costs of granting a lease to the 
vendors of the property in this instance could not be construed as an 
expense incidental to the conveyance to the trustees of the Tnavie Estate. 
I think that the Master’s decision must be reversed.—Counsut, Baker ; 
Owen Thompion. Soricrrons, The City Solicitor ; Pontifex, Hewitt, § Pitt. 
[Reported by C. H. Canpzn Noav, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re T, ALMOND & SON (LIM), Buckley, J. 10th Feb. 


> Cowrany—Depentvre—Recistration—Extenpinc Trwe—Inapvertence— 


Compantgs Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vier. c. 48), s. 15 

Motion. The above company was registered as a new company in 
April, 1904. A few weeks later the board of directors resolved to raise 
£2,500 by the issue of debentures of £50 each, bearing interest at 5 per 
cent. and charging all the property of the company, including its goodwill 
and uncalled capital. In pursuance of this resolution debentures were 
jsgued to five persons, the respondents to the motion, to the number of 
thirty-five in all. ‘They were not, however, registered with the registrar 
of joint stock companies as required by the Companies Act, 1900, The 
secretary of the company stated in an affidavit that the omission of the 
company to register was owing to the ignorance of the directors and of 
himself of the provisions of the Act, and that it was not until his attention 
was called to them by the solicitors of the company that the omission was 
discovered. The time for registration was then past. The company 
now moved for an order for an extension of the time to register 
the debentures, ‘‘but without prejudice to any rights which may 
have been or may be acquired against the holders of the said debentures 

ior to the time when the said debentures shall be actually registered in 
manner aforesaid ’’—thus following the form of Re Joplin’s Brewery (46 
Soicrrors’ JourNAL, 51; 50 W. R. 75 ; 1902, 1 Ch. 79), except that the 
words ‘‘ against the holders of the said debentures ’’ were added, as in the 
order in Re J.. C. Johnson § Co. (Limited) (46 Soxicrrors’ Journar, 498 ; 
50 W. R. 482; 1902, 2 Ch. 101). It was submitted on behalf of the com- 
pany that the omission to register arising from ignorance of the law was 
an omission ‘‘ due to inadvertence’ with section 15 of the Act. 

Bucxiey, J., said that whether there was ‘‘inadvertence’’ or not, he 
thought that the case came within the latter words of the section. He, 
therefore, would make’ an order in the terms proposed.—OovnszL, 
BR. Wright Taylor. Soxscrrors, Langford § Fisher. : 

‘Reported by Nevi.ie Tepsutt, Esq:, Barrister-at-Law. | 


TEAPE ». DOUSE. Swinfen Eady, J. 10th Feb. 


Lease—CovENANTS—LEssoR AND LessEE—SvuB-DEMISE—SUB-LESSEE—NOTICE 
—Inyuncrion. 

Action for the purpose or obtaining an injunction to restrain the defend- 
ants from exhibiting for sale and selling a certain kind of lamp, the ‘‘ Sun 
Incandescent Lamp,’’ upon certain premises in Holborn, in violation of cer- 
tain covenants contained in an indenture of lease of che said premises 
dated the 20th of December, 1897. The facts were shortly as follows: 
By the aforesaid lease, made between the plaintiff OC. A. Teape of 
the one part and A. W. Gamage of the other part, the premises 
known as No. 143, Holborn were demised to the lessee for the 
term of twenty-one years; the lessee thereby covenanting for himself, his 
heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, that he and they would 
always during the said term duly observe and perform all the covenants 
and provisions following. Among them was the following: ‘‘(8) Will 
not use or occupy the said premises or any thereof, or permit the 
same to be used or occupied, as a dwelling or sleeping place, nor so as to 
be a nuisance, annoyance, or damage to the owners or occupiers of the 
offices or rooms in the same house or the adjoining houses; and will not 
carry on or permit upon the said premises, or any part thereof, any 
offensive, noisy, or dangerous trade, business, manufacture, or occupation, 
nor allow the same to be used for any illegal purpose, but will use the 
same for carrying on handicrafts or occupations of a quiet and inoffensive 
nature only. (9) Will not do or suffer to be done in or upon the said 
demised premises or any part thereof anything*which may render any 
increased or extra premium payable for the insurance of the premises 
against fire, or which may make void or voidable any policy for such 
insurance.’’ Subsequently the lessee Gamage, by the plaintiff's consent, 
assigned the lease to one Elwes, who, also by the plaintiff's consent, on 
the 18th of October, 1904, sub-demised the premises to the defendants. 
The plaintiff insured the premises with a well-known fire insurance com- 
pany for £2,750, although he alleged that he did not know, nor was he 
told, in what way the defendants intended to use the premises. There 
was a condition in the policy of insurance limiting the liability of 
the company in cases where, after insurance, the risk to the 
insured property should be increased without the company’s sanction. 
The defendants exhibited for sale on these premises certain lamps, and 
Were in the habit of keeping some burning auring their business hours. 
The lamps were stated to be lighted by certain illuminants of a very highly 
explosive and. dangerous character. The plaintiff, by his statement of 
claim, averred that the policy had been rendered voidable in consequence 
of the risk of fire having been increased, The defendants on their part 
alleged that the underlease to them was by the plaintiff’s consent, and that 
he was fully aware of the purpose for which the premises were to be used. 
In the present year the defendants insured the premises with another fire 
insurance company at an increased premium. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in delivering judgment, stated that in his opinion 
the plaintiff had received no notice of the trade which the defendants had 
intended to carry on upon the premises, and that he had not waived 
covenants contained in the original lease. It had not been disputed that 
the underlessees had been affected with notice of the covenants. [His 
lordship referred to Wilson v. Hart (14 W. R. 748, L. R. 1 Ch. App. 463) 
and Patman v. Harland (29 W. R. 707, 17 Ch. D. 353).] Since the result in 
these cases it could not be said that if an underlessee or purchaser 
did not inquire, he was not affected with notice of a covenant in a 
lease. In his opinion if a lessee granted an underlease in terms 
Exiting anything to be done which contravened the covenants in his 

» Whereby he covenanted that that particular thing should not be 





done, or permitted to be done, then he committed a breach of that cove- 
nant. [His lordship referred to Cotton, L.J.’s, remarks on p. 78 in Hall 
v. Ewin (36 W. R. 84, 37 Ch. D. 74) and Bryant v. Hancock & Co. (1898, 1 
Q. B. 716, 48 W. R. Dig. 88).) In his opinion if anyone purchased an 
underlease, although at law he was not bound by the restrictive covenants 
in the original lease, yet if he had bought with notice of these covenants, 
the court would not mit him to use the land in contravention of the 
covenants. [His lordship referred to Tulk v. Moxhay (2 Ph. 774), Parker v. 
Whyte (11 W. R. 683, 32 L. J. Ch. 520), and Clements v. Welles (14 W. R. 
187, L. R. 1 Eq. 200).] In his opinion the defendants had used the 
premises in a manner contrary to clauses 8 and 9 of the lease set out above, 
and it might also be in a way prohibited by their own underlease. It 
seemed to him that the business was a nuisance, annoyance, &c., within 
clause 8 of the original lease, and it was also a “‘ dangerous trade”’ on 
account of the increased risk of fire. It was also a breach of clause 9. 
The result would be that an injunction would be granted restraining the 
defendants, their servants, and agents from lighting, or suffering to be lit, 
on the premises the apparatus known as the “Sun [ 
or doing, or suffering to be done, in or my vantoend iegew been | 
thereof anything which might render any or extra jum 
payable for the insurance of the premises against fire, or render void or 
voidable any policy for such insurance.—CovunseL, Eve, K.C., and Fischer 
Williams ; Eustace Smith. Sourcrrors, Peters ¢ Bolton ; H. Farman. 


[Reported by A. R. Tayiour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


HATZFELD v. LIPP & SOHN. Com. Court. 10th Feb. 


Commission AGENT—CoNsTRUCTION OF AGREEMENT—FIxeEp TERM or AGENCY— 
Ricnut to Commission on Ornpers Recervep Arrerk AGENCY TERMINATED. 


The plaintiff claimed to be entitled to a declaration (and account) that 
he was entitled to commission on the sale of pianos. The terms of the 
agency were contained ina letter of the 13th of february from the defend- 
ants to plaintiff, and were as foilows: ‘‘ We beg to confirm the terms 
arranged verbally respecting the provincial tour you are about to make on 
behalf of your firm. We are willing that you should also carry the L 
catalogue and endeavour to sell our pianos on this journey, and agree to 
pay you a commission of 5 percent. . . . onall orders weaccept from 
new customers introduced by you... .”’ The tourended in July, and 
no commission had been paid on orders received and accepted by the 
plaintiff after July. For the plaintiff it was contended that commission 
was payable on orders received by the defendants and accepted by them 
from new customers, which were the result of the plaintiff’s exertions. 
For the defendants it was contended that where the duration of the agency 
is tixed, commission was not payable on orders received and accepted after 
the termination of the agency. Commission on orders received during the 
tour in question only could be recovered. If commission was not so 
limited the plaintiff would have to prove that the orders were the result of 
his exertions. 

Bicuam, J., held that the question in such-cases was whether there was 
a promise to pay commission on orders received and executed after the 
termination of the agency. In the nt case upon the agreement the 
plaintiff was clearly entitled to the following declaration: That +he plaintiff 
was entitled to commission on all orders whenever accepted which had 
been received from new customers introduced by the plaintiff which were 

roperly attributable to his introduction. Judgment for plaintiff.— 
unsEL, Lord Coleridge, K.C., and Llewellyn Williams ; Powell, K.C., and 
Souicrrons, Seeley § Son; W. H. Curtis. 
| Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Turreil. 








Law Societies. 


Worcester and Worcestershire Incorporated Law 
Society. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at Worcester, on Tuesday , 
the 3lst of January. Present: Messrs. W. T. Curtler (vice-president), T. 
Southall, E. A. Davis, W. W. A. Tree, J. H. Yonge, R. A. Essex, J. L. 
Wood, F. G. Hyde, N. G. Hyde, T. H. Coombs, G. H. T. Foster, J. B. B. 
Hill, A. F. Allcock, 8. B. Garrard (hon. treasurer), and W. B. 
Hulme (hon. secretary). 

The annual report of the committee and_ the hon. treasurer’s accounts 
for the past year were received and adopted. 

The following officers were elected for the ensuing year: President, 
Mr. W. T. Curtler; vice-president, Mr. A. S. Allen ; hon. treasurer, 
Mr. S. B. Garrard; hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme: committee, 
Messrs. T. Southall, F. R. Jeffrey, W. W. A. Tree, G. F. 8. Brown, and 
R. A. Essex, in addition to the officers of the society; and auditors, 
Messrs. J. H. Yonge and J. L. Wood. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The present number of members is fifty-six, an increase of 
one on the number last year. 

Law Students’ Examinations and Prizes.—The examinations for senior and 
junior students were held on the 29th of April last. The eo were 
prepared by a sub-committee consisting of the dent and Mr. Jeffery. 
The subject for the seniors was ‘‘ The Law to Married Women,” 
and that for the juniors ‘‘The Law relating to on Tenant.” 
The majority of the papers of the junior students were of a high standard 
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of merit. Prizes of the value of £3 and £2 were awarded, the senior 
prize to Mr. L. R. Needham, articled to Mr. F. R. Jeffery, and the junior 
to Mr. Leonard Ashley, articled to Mr. W. 8. Davis, of Tenbury. 

Stamp Duty on Receipts on Mortgages.—In the Jatter part of last year the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue set up a claim for ptyment of duty 
on receipts indorsed on documents for the moneys repayable thereunder 
on the ground that such receipts, although not containing any words of 

ge, are liable to ad valorem duty asreconveyances. This claim, how- 
ever, has since been tested in the case of Zhomas Frith § Sons v. Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue (reported in 48 Soxicrrors’ Journat 460). 
Judgment was given against the commissioners. , 

Stamps on Substituted Securities —The Law Society has been advised by 
counsel that a conveyance of an equity of redemption in real estate in 
which the mortgagee joins releasing the mortgagor and taking a covenant 
from the purchaser to pay principal and interest is liable not only to stamp 
duty as a conveyance but also as a substituted security. 

Decisions Affecting Silicitors.—The attention of members is drawn to the 
following cases of personal interest to solicitors : 

Hippisley v. Knee Bros. (39 L. J. 583).—Commission—Principal and 
Agent—Trade Discount. 

Ellon v. Simpson. (Noted in Law Society Gazette and Register, May, 
1904, p. 193).—Costs of agreement for yearly tenancy. 

Re Longbotham § Sons, Solicitors (116 L. T. 501 and 117 L. T. 104). 
—Solicitor and Client—Costs—Taxation of mortgagee’s bill by mortgagor. 

Edmundson v. Render (117 L. T. 151).—Covenant in articles of clerkship 
not to practise within certain radius. 

Stimson v. Tanner (The Times, 25th of January, 1904).—Solicitor not 
liable for costs of auctioneer employed on his client’s behalf. 

Cocks v. Bruce, Searl, & Good (21 T. L. R. 62).—Cost of shorthand 
writer’s notes—Personal liability of solicitor. 

Gain v. Provincial Advertising Co. (117 L. T. 222).—Personal liability of 
solicitor as to costs—County court judge no jurisdiction. 

Simpson v. Parsons (48 Souicrrors’ Jovrnat 622).—Costs—Claim for less 
than £50—Action remitted to county court. 

K-mp v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Law Society Gazette and 
Kegister, January, 1905).—Consent to a devise under section 3 of Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, not liable to duty. 

Martin v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (L. T. 9th of July, 1904). 
—Conveyance of land charged with contribution towards tithe liable to 
duty on principal value of contribution. 





The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 


At the recent annual general meeting of the members of this association, 
held at the Law Institution, Mr. A. Turner (Messrs. Coode, Kingdon, & 
Cotton) was elected president for the ensuing year, and the retiring 
president, Mr. T. C. Tunstall (Messrs. Norton, Rose, & Co.), was elected a 
vice-president. Hearty votes of thanks were accorded to the officers 
(including Mr. Tunstall) for their services during the past year, and also 
to the Law Society for kindly granting the use of their hall for the pur- 
pose of the meeting. Atasubsequent council meeting the following officers 
were re-elected: Mr. James Kemp, general secretary; Mr. A. C. Crane, 
treasurer; and Mr. G. J. Offer, secretary to committees and members’ 
eng Mr. H. Hall was also appointed librarian in the place of Mr. 

. G. Fellows. 


United Law Society. 


Feb. 13.—Mr. E. 8. Cox-Sinclair in the chair.—Mr. Bulloch moved: 
“* That the decision of Kekewich, J., in In re Hope Johnson, Hope Johnson 
v. Same, was wrong’”’ (1904, 1 Ch. 470). Mr. Tebbsopposed. The debate 
was continued by Messrs. Forder, Lampard, Neville Tebbutt, H. J. 
Douglas, F. O. Clutton. The motion was lost. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpexts’ Devatixao Soctery.—Feb. 7.—Chairman, Mr. 8. B. 
Henderson.—The subject for debate was: ‘“‘That the case of Owens v. 
P. 4 A. Camph-ll (Limited) (9) L. T. R. 811) was wrongly decided.’”’ Mr. A. B, 
Russell opened in the affirmative, Mr. A. W. Butler seconded in the affirma- 
tive; Mr.A. W. Findlay, LL.D., opened in the negative, Mr. H. C. Mitchell 
seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke : Messrs. J. 





Platt; and for the negative Messrs. A. E. Coley, S. Morris; J.A. Skidmore 
D. Walthall, P. T. Curre, J. H. Round, T. H. Cleaver, A. A. Cotterell, ang 
W. Kentish. After the openers of both sides had replied, the chairmay 
summed up. The voting resulted: for the negative fourteen, and for the 
affirmative five. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the 


proceedizgs. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 
Sir Gorett Barnes, President of the Probate, &c., Division, has been 
sworn in as a Member of the Privy Council. 
Mr. Justice Bancrave Deane has received the honour of Knighthood, 


Sir Lewis Tonna Dinpm, K.C., D.C.L., Dean of the Court of Arches, 
has been appointed First Church Estates Commissioner, in the place of 
Earl Stanhope, who has resigned the office. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Henry Cornert Jones and Ronm Percy Hamp, solicitors (Jones & 
ery 125, High Holborn, London; 18, High-street, Herne Bay, and 
at Wembley. Jan. 25. [ Gazette, Feb. 10, 


Epwarp Henay Bartierr, Jerrery Epwarps MicHetmMore, Wituay 
Henry Harris, and Grorce WetiinGTon Stratum, solicitors (Ford, Lloyd, 
Bartlett, & Michelmore), 38, Bloomsbury-square, London. Dec. 31. § 
far only as regards George Wellington Statham; the said Edward He 
Bartlett, Jeffery Edwards Michelmore, and William Henry Harris wi 
continue to carry on business under the same style. [Gazette, Feb. 14. 





Information Required. 


Joun Ricuarpv Mason, late of No. 35, St. James’s-square, Notting Hill, 
Middlesex, Esqaire, deceased.—Evidence is required as to the existence 
of any Will or testamentary disposition of the above-named deceased prior 
to or subsequent to the 24th of February, 1863, Two guineas reward wiil 
be paid by the undersigned to any person furnishing them with reliable 
information on the subject.—Moore & Tibbits, solicitors, 36, High-street, 
Warwick. 6th February, 1905. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill, who continues to progress very satisfactorily, went 
last week to Weymouth for a change of air. 


Mr. Justice Bray has taken charge of the list of commercial actions and 
summonses in succession to Mr. Justice Bigham until further notice. 


The report of the Beck Committee is, says the Daily Telegraph, now 
being considered by the judges of the King’s Bench Division with a view 
to speedy legislation. 


Lord Justice Stirling will preside at the annual social meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice and Legal Temperance Society, which will take 
place in the Inner ‘Temple Hall on Wednesday evening, the 22nd inst., at 
seven o’clock. 


We learn that Mr. F. A. H. Atkey, who is bracketed for the second 
Chancellor’s medal at Cambridge, is the youngest son of Mr. F. W. Atkey, 
solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Atkey, Clarke, & Atkey. Mr. F, A. H. 
Atkey took his degree last June in the first division of the first class of the 
Classical Tripos. 


The registrar of the Privy Council has given notice that the petitions of 


Mr. Lostock and Messrs. Manfield & Sons for grants of compulsory licences 
under certain letters patent issued in 1900 and 1901, the hearing of which 
had been fixed by the Judical Committee of the Privy Council for Wednes- 


/ day next, the 15th inst , have been settled by ageement and will not there- 


for be proceeded with. 


The Right Hon, Andrew Graham Murray, late Secretary for Scotland, 
and now Lord President of the Court of Session, was, says the St, James's 
Gazette, fined 10s., including costs, at Slough, on Wednesday, for having 
no light behind his motor-car to illuminate the identification plate after 
sunset. It was explained that the light had been placed on the vehicle, 


Menzies, Farnfield, G. C. Blagden, W. M. Pleadwell. The opener having | but that it had gone out. 


replied, the motion was lost by thirteen votes. 


Persons connected with the law have, says the Daily Telegraph, been 


Bresincuam Law Srcpents’ Soctery.—Feb 14.—Chairman, Mr. Mont- | considerably exercised as to the precise precedence of the new President of 


gomery 
the transaction of special business the following moot was discussed: “A 
line of motor omnibuses gives ite passengers a ticket on which the follow- 


Cooper.-There was a large number of members present. After | the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, 


| 


f Sir Francis Jeune, P., 
when the judges marched up the central hall of the Royal Courts, followed 
directly after the Master of the Rolls. Will Sir Gorell Barnes, P., do #0? 


ing notice is printed in small type -~‘ This ticket is issued on the conditions | The answer is “‘ No.”” The Judicature Act, 1891, says that ‘‘ The person 
that the company are under no liability in respect of damages, personal or | so appointed”’ shall ‘take precedence in court next after all ordin 


otherwise, which may be incurred by passengers through accident, or any 
other cause.’ An accident is caused by the gross negligence of the motor 
driver, and a passenger is injured ; does the ticket which he has received, 


judges of the Court of Appeal appointed before the time at which he sh 
become an ex oficio member thereof.’? The new President will therefore 
follow in the footsteps of Cozens-Hardy, L.J., the junior Lord Justice, on 


and which he admite having read, prevent him bringing an action for | ceremonial occassions. His predecessor took the higher place, as he bad 


'” These 


datnayes ers for the affirmative were Messrs. H. Mavhew, | become an ex officio member of the Court of Appeal as far buck as 180% 
J. Gateley, T. B. Fitch, J. E. Hall-Wright, J. J. Pritchard, and F. A.! He was thus the senior of all the present Lords J1 ai 


ustices, 
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A vexed question is, says the St.-James’s Gazette, settled by the warrant 
which has just been issued under the King’s sign manual in reference to 
the titles of judges in Scotland. Their wives will now be entitled to call 
themselves ‘‘ Lady,’’ and to keep the title even after the death of their 
husbands, so long as they remain widows. The point is one which has 
caused much controversy, and the manner in which it has been settled 
will give even more pleasure to the judges’ ladies than to the judges them- 
selves. It only remains now for the same privileges to be extended to the 
wives of bishops, who have surely equal claim to be allotted a part in their 
husbands’ titular honours. 

J. Heilmann has been sued, says the Ohio Law Reporter, for 
10,000 dols. damages because he asked Miss Keck to be his and afterward 
regretted it and rescinded the contract. His defence, if sustained, will 
throw into confusion all the established methods and traditions of court- 
ship. It is, that the contract to marry was entered on Sunday, and is 
therefore void. As Sunday is the day of days for the inception of such 
agreements, it can readily be understood how uneasy the young ladies of 
the Keystone State have become regarding their right of action. Fortun- 
ately their fears may be allayed to some extent by reference to Fieisch- 
many. Rosenblatt (20 Pa. Co. Ot. 512). There the ungallant defendant 
similarly claimed that his promise, having been made on the Sabbath, was 
void under the Pennsylvania Act of the 22nd of April, 1794, which forbids 
the doing or performing on that day of any ‘‘ worldly employment or 
business whatsoever,’’ save only works of “necessity and charity.”” He 
contended that the contract in question was ‘‘ business,’’ and was not a 
work of ‘‘ necessity’’ or ‘‘charity.’? The plaintiff’s counsel, however, 
maintained that an engagement to marry was a contract both of necessity 
and charity. And this was the view which the court adopted. 


In the Westminster County Court, on the 9thinst., says the Zimes, a case 
came before his Honour Judge Woodfall anda jury. It was a claim, under 
the new County Courts Act, by Henry Ernest Wood, a property owner, 
for £98 damages from a firm of solicitors, sustained through an alleged 
false representation. Mr. Crawford, for the plaintiff, said that he had a 
house to let at Wickford, Essex, and a lady became the prospective tenant, 
the defendants representing that, to their knowledge, she had an income 
of about £400 from settled funds, and would be a respectable and respon- 
sible tenant. The house was let to her at £35 per annum for three years. 
It then appeared that the income was restrained from anticipation, and 
thet she was intemperate and did not pay her rent, and the defendants 
wrote that she had no property which the plaintiff could touch. The 
plaintiff stated that the tenant paid nothing as rent. She wanted a road- 
way moved, and he agreed to comply if she halved the cost. That she 
consented to do, and sent a cheque for £10, but he afterwards, at her 
request, paid £3 of it for her rates and gave her a receipt for £7 on account 
of rent. Cross-examined: He was a surveyor and had considerable 
experience in letting houses. He claimed £98, representing three years’ 
rent, less £7 received. A witness living at Wickford was called to give 
evidence as to the tenant’s conduct. Mr. Agnew, for the defence, objected 
on the ground that any evidence as to the tenant s conduct after the refer- 
ence was given was not admissible. His honour said he should exclude 
evidence until Mr. Crawford could prove her conduct before and trace it 
to the knowledge of the defendants. Mr. Crawford submitted that the 
evidence was admissible. His honour pointed out that defendants said : 
‘We believe her to be respectable.’”’ If evidence of intemperate habits 
was given it would not prove that the defendants were aware of it. He 
decided to exclude the evidence as to the tenant’s alleged conduct before 
and after the date of the reference unless it could be traced to the know- 
ledge of the defendants. Mr. Crawford was not prepared to trace it to 
the knowledge of the defendants, but contended they must have known 
when giving the reference that she was res ed from anticipating 
His honour held that there was no evidence to go to the jury. 
There was nothing to shew that the defendants had any reason to believe 
otherwise than as they stated. There must be a non-suit with costs, 


At the Lewes Assizes, on Friday in last week, before Mr. Justice 
Channell, during the trial of men indicted for conspiracy to defraud and 
with obtaining money by false pretences, it appeared, says the Zimes, that 
a travelling clerk of the Post Office, named Shinner, was sent down to 
investigate the matter, and had an interview with the prisoner Knight, an 
employé of the Post Office there. He was alone with Knight for nearly 
three hoursin a room at the post office, during the whole of which time he 
was — oe questions, some of which he reduced into writing, together 
with Knight’s answers and a statement made by the latter towards the end 
of the interview. Shinner then sent for Thayre, and questioned him in 
the preseuce of Knight. The whole interview occupied upwards of six 
hours from about 12.30 p.m. Counsel for the prosecution pro to give 
in evidence the questions and answers at this interview, and the statement 
made by Knight. Objection was taken that statements made in 
such circumstances were not voluntarily made, and were therefore 
inadmissible. Counsel for the defence cited R. v. Histed (19 Cox. 
16), R. v. Thompson (1893, 2 Q. B. 12), and R. v. Morgan (59 -J. P. 
82), Channell, J., said that little assistance could be obtained 
from the cases reported upon this point, and it was almost’ impossible to 
extract from them any consistent principle. It appeared to him that the 
admissibility of such statements must depend on the special circumstances 
of each case. The difficulty in this case was the length of time duri 
which Shinner cross-examined Knight. It was true that he cautione 
him at the beginning of the interview, but he had questioned him for 
nearly three hours, a proceeding of which he did not at all approve. It 
might well be that a confessicn made immediately after the caution would 
have been admissible, and he should admit what took place up to a certain 


ce. But Shinner was in authority, with power to initiate ey 
, and he had Knight practically in cus during the whole of this 




















long interview. It therefore seemed to him that Knight, as he 
poem A have been by Shinner and at such great length, t have been 
worried into making untrue statements in order to put an end to an in- 
tolerable position. For this reason he did not consider it safe to admit 
the whole interview, but would allow the earlier part to be given in 
evidence. Shinner a his account of the interview with Knight, 
until the judge consid it advisable to stop, and also of the conversa- 
tion with Thayre until a point where Shinner had read out a statement 
made by Knight which had been already held inadmissible. The 
remainder of the interview was then excluded. None of the evidence so 
given contained any admission of guilt by either prisoner. 








Frxep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain ‘ 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. 








Court Papers: 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercescy Appgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. 


Joyer. 
Mr. Church 
Greswell 
Church 
Greswell 
Church 
Greswell 


Buck.ey. 
Monday, Feb. ............20 Mr. Beal 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Lire Interest, Reversioys anv Lire Pouictes. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 782) of the 
above Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard. E.C., on Thursday when the majority 
of the lots offered were sold, the total realized being £13,075. a 

in £270 per annum; life 66. REVERSIONARY 
LIFE INTEREST in £160 per annum. ABSOLUTE REVER- 
SION to One-seventh of about £10,000 os 
LUTE REVERSIONS : 


For £1,000; life 58 
For £400; life 56 

For £300; life 45 

For £2,050; life 63 = 
For £1,250 (Endowment) 
For £400 (Endowment) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetie.—Fuipay, Feb. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep tx Cuancesr. 
Booxsuors, Liwrrsp—Creditors are yey on or before March 31, to send their names 
and the of their de 


and addresses, ee bts or claims, to Henry Croughton Knight 
Stileman, 3, Broad st House 


Henry Aragrton & Soxs, Lonrsp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 5, directed to be 
heard Feb21. Tweedale & Co, Oldham, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 20 _ 

Hypss Russgx Works, Luourep Petn for winding up. presented Feb 9, directed to be 
heard Feb 21. W J & E H Tremellen, Birkbeck bank chmbrs, Chancery In, for 
Hanchett, Manchester, solor for . Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in th 2» 

Pyxr, Harnis, & Co, Luar are 
names and addresses of their solicitors to James 


Basinghall st 
“Reapine” Sreamsute Co, Luamrep—Creditors are ire or before March 153, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
P Annear, Mount Stuart House, i ' 
Sonew —— - | Hu,” a as i 
t addresses, particulars of their 
Fish Sher ond Renwick, Collingwood bidge, Collingwood st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Sreruxn Goopwiy & Tarroy, Lunrep—Petn for hme AS presented Feb 7, directed to 
be heard Feb 21. Swann & Co, av, solors petner. Notice of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 20 
Srock anv Dreewrune Corroration, Luarrep—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard 
Feb 21. Sadd, Gresham st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the » 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS., 
Luaorsp tn CHaycrry. 
Drraco Watt Parrr Co, Liurrep— Creditors are required, on or before March M4, to 
their names and addreaes, and particulars of their debts or Ciaima, to Philip 
Stephens, 8, Great St Helen’s 
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Suerrizip Newsagents’ Co-orrrative Society, Limirep—Creditors are 
before March 24, to send their names and addresses, the iculars or 
entice to Henry Bramall, 12, 8t James’ st, Sheffield. ms, Sheffield, solor for 


among Cumwngy Co, Limrrep—Creditors uired, on or before March 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Edward 
Cowley, 1, Princess st, Manchester 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.— Fripay, Feb. 7. 
sacar han Wi.tram, Alnwick, Northumberland, Grocer March 11 Hindmarsh, 


Arron, aor ag Oaxes, Hockley Heath, Warwick March 7 Arton & Clapham, Bir- 


Barrorp, Ricaarp, Edgbaston, Birmingham March 25 Burton, Birmingham 

Batten, AgTAUR Wosan, Piynoute China Dealer March 17 Gard, Tovenpert 
BieaspDAate, Jouy. Liv , Licensed Victualler aoe 3 Dixon& Byers, Liverpool 
Buraess, Peter, Driffi Doctor March 15 Mustard & Jack, Edinb 

Buryazs, Estuee Saran, Ladbroke sq, fo. Ketiing April8 Wans:y & Co, Moorgate st 
Caupery, Wit, Portland neham Sons, Fenchurch st 

Crapper, Jznv, Woodland View, Stannington, Sheffield March 25 a & Co, 


Curwen, Acres Axx, Ashtonon Ribble, Lancs March10 Davis, Winckley st, Preston 
Dovriepay, Hannan, Hickling, Notts March? Dowson & Wright, Nottiogham 
DransFiExp, Exury, Bromley March 16 Weller, Bromley 
Exusox, Henry Hepviry, Romsey Town, Cambridge Feb 28 Lyon, ae 

8, ALFRED, Winchester, yd need, Feb 20 Snelling, Winchest: 
Guayey, Rey Epwarp Tairror, Haslemere, Clerk March 6 W: ~~ ‘% Co, Detteeh row 
Harrison, Caruerine Ancite, Eastwood, Notts March 1 Barber, No 
Hesune, Georce Wireman, KC, Ear!’s Court sq April1l Janson & Co, oll hill 
Hvussarp, Grorce, Thurnby, May 3t Wright & Co, Leicester 
Jenkins, Jonny, Kington, Hereford March 1 Temple t & Philpin, ee Hereford 
Joxzs, Joux, Newburn, Northumberland, Builder March6 Ord, Gateshead 
Lewis, James Acz, Swansea March 8 Roderick & Co, Lianelly 
Martin, Mania, Quorn, Leicester March 8 Woolley & Co, ian hborough 
Mercatr, Epw _— Accrington, Manufacturing Chemist March 4 a od & Broughton, 


Mitter, i Liverpool Feb14 Peace & Dar! n, Liverpool 
Moxos, Ricuarp, Pontefract April3 Brook & Co, iiedderatela’ 

Mvueeett, Jams, Norwich, Plumber March 4 Daynes, Norwich 

Norrsoott, Tuomas, Dreason, Cardynham, Corn: March 25 Trythall & Bodilly, 


Norton, Mary Jane, Sheffield March 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Paine, "Guones, Broadwater, Worthing, Machinist March 15 V errall, Worthing 
Pearson, Grorce Mrcaisox, Bedlington, Northumberland, Draper March 18 Webb, 


Morpeth 
Puan, Joun, Cascob, Radnor, Farmer Marchi Green & Nixon, Presteign, Radnor 
Ram&11, Evizapera "Ayn, Folkestune Feb 28 Ki ord & Drake, Ashford, Kent 
Rica, Gzeorcze WitiiaM, , Hounslow March 4 Smythe & Brettell, Basinghall st 
Riveway, Euizau, Withington, Manchester, Railway Clerk March 7 Marshall, Man- 


Rowse James Epwarp, Southport, Cafe Proprietor Feb 25 Clarke & Mennel, 


Smaxesrears, Anve Davis, Clacton on Sea March1 Coulson & Cook, Copthall av 
Saaniey, Marr, Ma , Sussex March10 Corsellis & Co, Lincoln’s L ates fields 

Simpson, Jo OuN JAMES, Ripon, Coal Agent March 10 Wise & Son, Ripo! 

Sxe.tonx, Ropert, Charmans Farm, Westerham, Farmer March 25 Tooke & Delacombe, 


Sreraens, THomas Setiwoop, Truro Marchi Fisher & Stephens, New ct, Lincoln’s inn 
Sronz, Artuvr, Bell Hill, 8t George, Bristol March 8 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Summers, Atice, Ardwick, Manchester March 4 Smith, Manchester 

Tax, Rosina J yo: Harle: p Harley ot, Cave Cavendish —- March 15 ‘Mustard & bos ng an 
Tuomas, Jane, Ard March7 Payne & Co, 

Tnompsoy, Jacun SY rae Liverpool March 29 Forshaw & ao, Liv 
Wakes, Rovant On Bo ne, Edgeworth, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer 


Watt, Hanvan, Pembridge, Hereford Marchi Temple & Co, Kington, Hereford 

Wuasrrox, Taomas CHaRLesw a, ‘Scarborough —_ 16 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Waitttzs, James. Salesman March 14 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

‘Witxes, Many, Bloxwich, Walsall March 31 Ce 3 Loxton, Walsall 

Wittetrt, SABAn, lers Green, Cuckfield Feb 14 Hardwick & Blaber, Brighton 

Wi.i1ams, Gzorce Wiitiam, Buckiand, Portsmouth March 10 Allen, Portsmouth 

bees —-= Taomas, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Architect March 11 Lee & Pemberton, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


‘azette.—F rivay, Feb, 10. 
Avoor, Mexanem, Gresham ne Scion March 15 Russell & —yrod Coleman st 
Agcuer, THomas AnpeEw, Oxford March 8 Cato, Lincoln’s inn fie! 
Bacox, Isaac —— Upper Clapton, Vet Surgeon March : 8 oxall & Boxall, 


Bagzertr, Waves, Cheddington Rectory, Bucks, Actes March 25 - aisey, Tring 
Buicuam, Axsiz Victoria, Harrogate March 25 

Cui.p, Exizapetu Cunpy, St Austell, Cornwall Merch 4 on Me ie hens, St Austell 
Crane, JonatTuan, East Kirkby, Notts, Miner March 7 Aleook. Ma sfild 

Coorzr, ve oo Hi, a Derby, Corset UE March 2 Talbot & 
Danp, ad Saceeent, ,- Northumberland March 6 Jackson & Jackson, 
Dopsox, Joszrn, Slaithwaite, nr Huddersfield March 18 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Dunxekey, Matruew, Deighton, Huddersfield — 14 Armi & Huddersfield 
Fiptes, James, Eckington, by, Builder March25 Alderson 

#ercues, Heney, Liverpool, Corn Broker March 18 a 

Gizsox, RY, Chi , Essex March 25 Bond, 


Guaisres, Purse, Buighton 10 Glaisyer 
Guxpui.t, Lewis, Knowsley, Barkisland, nr Halifex "Farmer March 13 Longbotham & 


Goopixa, James Goopatt, Ipswich March1 Marshall, Ipswich 
re. heron , Bacup, Lanes, Cotton Weaver Aprilé6é Dyke, Duchy 


Hanpes, Ectex Srexcer, High st, Fulham March 24 Mundell, Godliman st 
Hazzis. og ie Wetter, Lyndhurst rd, Peckham, Compositor March ay Mowll & 


Haywoop, nae Aston juxta Birmingham March 22 = es & Co, Birmingham 
Hexpersox, James, Hull March 21 Colbeck & Thompson, H 

Hevesinenau, Groner, Ealing, Surveyor Marchi Gery, eat at 

Hiss, Witiian Grorcz, Birmingham, Merchant March 25 « oohel & Co, Birmingham 
ears Hewey Davis, "Buenos Aires, Agentine March 31 Clifton, New ct, Lincoln’s 


Hoy.z, Tuomas, Leeds, Butcher ¥ =~ 6 Scott & Turnbull, Leeds 

Homruzey, Natuax, Buntingford, Herts April 3 Chalmers nCo gel Ware, Herts 
AutcHrssos, Josrrii, Leatherhead March 15 Stenning, 

Ivzs, Joszra Epuvsp, Sydney, New South Wales March 10 Light, Victoria st, West- 


minster 
-Jamizsox, Perzz, Norbiton, Kingston on Thames March 16 Durham & Co, Kingston on 


reh 16 








Jones, Freperick, Old Sesion, Kent March 15 Piesse & Ag Old J m4 chmbrs 
Jowzs, SHapracu, Cwmdare, A! March 8 Phillips & Aberdare 
Kircuex, Hawwan, Barkisland, nr Halifax March 13 Longbotham & Gone Henne 
Kxow es, Mary Ann Holeombe, Lancs Aprilé Hart Dy: te Duchy of Lancaster Offigg 
Lizzert, Emivy, tsbridge March 6 xall & Boxall, Chancery In 

Lucas, Georcz, Dalmeny ay March 2 Jennings, Basing all s 

Morcan, JosEru, Pentonville rd, King’s Cross 17 Vanderpump & Co, Gray, 


Morrow, ya Brighton, Veterinary 8 Gates & Burnand, Brighton 

Mossy, Ervest Frepericx Deartove, Little Houghton, Barnsley, Colliery Manage 
m ffield 

aay Sr Seem, 5 oniemone, Gouvernment Koyno Russia March 13 Carr & (, 


Partison, ExizaBeTH, Middlesbrough March20 Sill, Middlesbrough 
Pearse, Axx Parrresoux, Aveton Gifford, Devon March 21 Windeatt & Windeatt, 


‘otnes 
Pop, Frepericx, Cobri _— eo 28 
L : age, ee 10 yp & Co, Burnley 


RawLiyason, ag a 
a ~ Axyz, W Mion ‘Beidee. ? Hecteanbertand, Innkeeper April 2 Dickson & Co, 
Wi 

RoBERTSHAW, JouN, Bradford, Architect March 31 Rhodes, Bradford 

Savuiez, Evien, St Leonards u Sea March 25 eee & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Suaw, Epwasp, Bolton March 30 Hulton§& Co, Bolto 

Sura, bw os Palace sq, Upper Norwood ll Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, West. 

Smrru, ue b heme Sot, Northumberland, Builder March 14 Mather & 
Dickinson, N 


pon Tyne 
Soar, Ax, Host, Bou South Seowest hill, South Norwood, Nurse March 18 Levick, King 
8 eapside 
SrrKiNs, Tsomas, Hull April1 Millington & Simpson, Bosto 
Srantey, Lawrence, Norton, Durham March 31 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Srartin, Toomas, Water Orton, Warwick March1 O’Connor, Birmingham 
Srort, JONATHAN, a ona nr Halifax March 13 ia , Sons, Halifax 
Srrerron, Tuomas, Staffs, Farmer March 31 Briggs, De 
Taytor, Gzorce, Lowfold, Ambleside Kntromnggy - an 9 Shepherd, Ambleside 
Tomas, THomas, Colwinstone, Glam, Farmer Marcho Miles, Cowbridge, Glam 
Tompson, Mancarer, Withington, Manchester March 18 Walker & Uo, Manchester 
Tuompson, Mary, 8t Margaret's at Cliffe, Kent April1l Lewis & Pain, Dover 
THORNTON, ABRAHAM Eccleshill, Bradford, Slater March31 Rhodes, Bradford 
TirTERTON, GEORGE Pexx, Tuebrook, Liv l 7 28 Clarke, Liverpool 
Tozgr, Rev,Samvet Tuomas, Princes End. Ti March 81 Sanders & Co, Birmingham 
Tusyear, WiL1AM, Poole, Dorset, eee 1 Trevanion & Co, Poole 
Tustin, James Lang, < Worcester March 31 as by Co, Birmingham 
Wasp, James, Rixton, Lancs March 6 Bradbury, Manchest 
WansreEn, James, Enfield April7 Woolley, Whitfield, Gt Winchester st 
wa Major General CHARLES ‘eames CB, RE, Egerton gdns March 18 Longé 
ardiner ‘sinn 
West, Emma,  Oaiioee, fy Sm my March 16 Routh & Co, Southampton sj, Bloomsbury 
Wavxtz, Rosear James Prestoy, Chumleigh, Devon April 6 Dawson & Co, News 
Lincoln’s inn 
Woop, Carottne, Leytonstone March 24 Mundell, Godliman st 
Woopwarp, Ann Jornson, Crowton, March 30 A& J ” Fletcher, Northwich 
Yates, Wiii1am Suvxer, Liverpool Feb 23 Teebay & - re Liverpool 
Condon Gasette.—Tursvay, Feb. 1 
Barton, Cuantes, Kemp Town, Sussex March 7 Barton st 
Boswk1L, Emity, Higher Broughton, Salford March Dixon & Linne!l, Manchester 
Browy, F: , Caversh March 15 Dinan, Ae. bldgs 
CALVERT, Bromap, "Walton le Dale, nr Preston March 25 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Cuapwick, Jags, Milnrow, Lancs, Commercial Traveller March 1 Wiles & Thompson, 


mee ry Sornia Szaricut, Wigmore st March 7 Pritchard & Sons, Grace 


Cee Liza High Crompton Shaw, nr Oldham March 25 Sale & Co, Manchester 

CrawTER, Henry Tuomas, Peteratield, Hants, Auctioneer May 10 Hill, Queen Victoria st 

CumMBERLIDGE, GrorGe, Tunstall, Staffs March1 Hollinshead & Moody, ‘Tunstall 

CunDHILL, SUSANNA Paiscitss Coatham, Yorks April 1 Lucas & Co, Middlesbrough 

Cusworta, Joseru,, Louth, Linc 3, Grocer Aprill  Allisons & Allisons, Louth 

Furwy, Tugray, Owiamoor, Sandhurst, Berks March 1 Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas 
ueen st 

FRENcu, Freperick Jous, Carlisle Feb 27 8tordy, Carlisle 

Ga.uiz, EvizaBEeTu, Southport. Lancs March 8 ppenheim &. Son, St Helens 

Gepees, Marcaret, Southport, Lancs March25 Gamon & Co, Chester 

Gisson, Henry, Chipping agar, Ee Essex March 25 Bond, Ongar 

GaEENWwoop, IMMANUEL, Ting worth , ar Halifax March 31 Farrer, Halifax 

Hannina, Joux, Morton’s Hotel, Russell sq March 55 Hiscott, stone bidgs, Lincoln's 


Sran.tey, Ramsgate March 15 Furley & Furley, Canterbury 

LeaTaHER, Josern, Livewwoet 3 March15 Davidson & Co, — * Liverpool 

Lewis, Axx, Liswerry, March 30 Lloyd, Newport, M 

Luoyp, WIL11AM Rezhin Pool Fae, Solicitor March 7 Strickland & o&, Bristol 

a Wittiam, Water! Lancs, Warehouseman March Egan & (Co, 
tverpool 

McLacutan, Tuomas, Walker, Newcastle upon Tyne March 20 Ward, Newcastle upoa 


Murcatsoyp, Saran, Greta Bank, nr Lancaster March 1 Dey, Halifax 

Mureatroyp, THomas, —, Woo ‘oolstapler March 1 Dey, Halifax 

Uurver, Taomas, Hull Mills, Hu!l 

eae dln a Hoy , Solicitor March9 Williams & Tremayne, 
ur st 

Parker, eons, Scarborough March6 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Pearson, GEORGE Meaaison, , Northumberland, Danger March 18 Webb, 


Morpeth 
Peyuinctoy, Anna, Leinster aoe pian. Hyde Park March 25 Murray & Co, Birchin In 
PockuinGTox, Ayn, Wake Feb 28 Richardson, Brighouse. Yorks 

Ramssoruam, Joun Ranp, Bradford, Machine Wooi Comper March 10 Day & Yewdall, 


RanDALt, Srepuen. Broadbridge Heath, ) Sees March 14 Cotching, Horsh: 
Roserts, Ropert Younass, Belgrave, Leicester March 1 1 Stapleton & Son, Geamatond 
ne 1 Anyw Amewia, Godolphin rd, Shepherd’s March 20 Guise, Ne 


Row .inson, ExvizapeTu, Windermere, Westmorland March 31 Gate or & Bee, do Ambleside 

Scars, SAMUEL Hulme, nr Manchester March 14 Lambert & Smi' 

Situ, James, Bran, leyHill, Erdington, Warwick, Paper Maker March 31 | Reynolds 
& 


Birming! 
esvemmenn, Sir at among May 1 eae & Se, Sheffield 
} ig ELL, y Any, 5 ustin & Bath, ge 00, 
Topp, Hersert Hapey, Manila, Philip Marah 31 Rogers & Co, Victoria # 
Torsam, Davip, York March1 Wi: York 
Turtaze. Gnoses Norman, Kingston upon Hull, Hairdresser March 25 Holden & Co, 
H 


UnpeRrwoon, James, Wi Merchant March 30 Stacpoole & Co, Old Broads 


Wane, Saran, York RJ 1 lay 1 Crombie & Bo. gt 

Warp, Extex, ik Gralam, Ch March 81 Wragg, Manchester 

Wuire, Jouy, Appleton Roebuck, Yorks, my May 1 Crombie & Sons, York 
——— Epwarp Davip, Swansea, Tinplate Manufacturers March 1 Leeder & Mortis, 


ansea, 
Vom, Seen Hewsry, Canterbury, Horse Dealer March 15 Furley & Furley, Canter 
a. Sa Kizxsy, Leeds, Constructive Material Agent March 1 Simpson & 0, 
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—— 
—_—_ 
Ww J Gledhow, Roundhay, Leeds, Commission | Hatt, Josern Fray Yorks, Farmer North- 
Agent Leeds Pot Feb 8 Ord Feb 8 baton "Pet Feb. Ord Hob 6 
Witi1ams, Cu , Bristol, Builder | Hamerow. mee Janz, a hl Lieyp Hampros, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazetie.—Fuipay, Feb. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aspgson, Jonx, Stockton = Paes Butcher Stockton on 
Tees Pet + Feb 6 Ord Feb 

ANDREWS s, WILLIAM JouN Funpeaicr, = gy rd, Tottenham, 
Builder onton Pet Dec 

Acur Hea, Derby, Hairdresser Derby Pe Seb 6 Ord 
Feb 6 


Avenett. Witt1Am, Brighton, Photographer Brighton 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
s, Epwarp, West Pastiogeet, Hairdresser Sunder- 
Based Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 


Barts om, Sou, aa, Lanes, Danese Rochdale Pet Feb 
© eae h, Grocer Scarborough 
b4 Ord 7 tad 


BuezanD, Henry Northtown nr Padiham, Lancs, Builders’ 
Merchant Blackburn Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Decxwat, HT, Cheapside High Court PetDec16 Ord 
Fe 


pence, T = Basen, Hayling, Hants Portsmouth Pet Jan 


— ‘cos Freeman, Nunhead, Peckham, Butcher 
High Court Pet ell ‘~ Feb 6 

Curton, Epwarp, ylands, Notts, Farmer 
Nottingham Pet Feb 6 Fepe Ord Feb 6 

Dasiow, Ext, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Feb6 Ord Febé6é 

Davigs, Davi, beth walk, Provision Merchant High 
Wout Pet’ Feb 2 Ord Feb 9 

DAVISON, Jit Liv e, \ “aan Wool Dealer Dews- 
bury Pet Feb 6 Ord 

Dewsisn, Siuvat, Headingley, Leeds, Groom Leeds Pet 
F e 

Doppixetox, Sypney James, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, 
Labourer Gt Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 

Dopps, Freprric ase, York, Cab Proprietor York 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

=" ee Basar © Headingley, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds 


Eady a4, , Kidderminster, Watch 
Kidderminster Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 
Pacer, Joon rae Aldeby, Norfolk Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 8 
Gisson, on ad Tyne Dock, Durham, Coal Trimmer New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Gaay, ALrrED Horatio, Haldonrd, Wandsworth Wands- 
worth Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 7 


o—. ie Watts, and Ricnarp Esxtyn = 
Ey Fruit Merchants High Court Pet Feb 
Ord 


Hat, Josepn Francis, oar, Yorks, Farmer Northaller- 
ton Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 
Hampton, Exviza Jane, mo Samvuet Lioyp Hamptoy, 
Swindon, W: i= 5 Ty Staffs, Farmers Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Harvey oa AM, yn Suffolk, Baker Ipswich 
ret fob Bo 19 Newt to M Confecti 
Hissort, BERT, Newtown. ontgomery, joner 
Newtown Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 
Hit, AszanamM, Wolverhampton, Commission Agent’s 
Clerk Wolverhampton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 — 


a lecees, Frank 
Pet Fe 


IncamELis, AgTuur, Ste’ , Sussex, Brighton 

Pet Feb 8 Onl Fes se - 

Jounsox, Witt1Am Henry, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet 
Feb 8 Ord Feb8 

Kexyox, Wituram WerattHatt, Nottingham, Cabinet 
fe Manager Nottingham Pet Feb 8 Ord 
e 

Lanz, Epwarp Watrer, Six Bells, nr Aber > woe 
General Tredegar Pet Feb 8 Ord Fe 


Dealer 
a LTER, Bristol, Estate Agent Bristol Pet Sreb 7 7 


McInrosu, — magn, Caen st, Importer High Court Pet 
Jan 21 Fe 

Maces, RA. WALTER Swansea, Watchmaker 
Swansea Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Mayy, Francis, Savile Town, Thornhill, Yorks, Clo ony Rug 
Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 

Mastix, MarsHa.u 1" - Fiagnam, Plumber Not- 
tingham Pet Feb 4 Jan 6 

Miter, WiLL1AM Groton, West row, Kensal New Town, 
Contractor HighCourt Pet Jan23 Ord Febs8 

Montacusz, ALFRED, Northfleet, Kent, Sailmaker Rochester 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Murrext, Witu1Am, Kay st, r=} _ Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb 8 Ord F 

Nicno.as, WuitrizLp, Newport, tl 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 6 

Orro, Leoyarp Ecrrron, and Wittiam Wespre ETT, 
8now hill, Holborn Viaduct, Motor Car Tyre Manu- 
facturers High Court Pet f Feb7 Ord Feb 7 


Newport, Mon 


Owen, Gairvirn Somerrrecp, Fazakerley, or yy 
—. . S - sceem Traveller Liverpool Pet Jan 6 
e 


Porter, -Wittiam Rapa, Wrexham 3 Denbigh, Provision 
Dealer Wrexham Pet Jan18 Ord “—_ 


Parston, Epoaar Avastin, Winterbrook pm hill, 
Journalist High Court Pet Feb7 Ord a Feb; 
mu Hull, Umbrella 


Ronixson, Josera Hunsiey, Kingsto: 
Maker Kingston upon ‘Hull Pet Feb? Ord Feb7 

Suirson, Artnur, Treforest, Gam, Travelling Draper 
Pontypridd Pet Jan16 Ord Feb 6 

-<-¥ ” nee Bramham, Yorks York Pet Jan 25 

Srout, CHARLES Epwann, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 


Feb7 Ord F 
Surroxn, Tuomas, Colley Gate, Cradley, Worcester, 


bourer rye os on Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Tayzor, ee 





sages, Hereford, Farmer Worcester 
Wituram, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 8 


Pet Jan 24 
say <5 Py ' i. 
eb 


Guim, J, Combe 
Hammet st 


Grisso, » B 


Harrop. 


Rees, Joux 
12 


Bayxs, Epwa 
Pet Fi 


eee 


ne, 


Doppineron, 
Labo 
Dopps 
Evans bao * ete ELL, Pendre, Cardigan, Grocer Car- 

marthen 


74, Ne rough, Scarboro' 
Desnieatie mg pr Euan ti Middlesbrough, Grocer Feb 
24at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, 


Brickwe.u, H T, 


Brown, Tuomas Freeman, Nui 
* Feb 21 atil Bankruptcy 
URNLEY, 8, Burniston, nr 
20 at 4 74, ‘Newborough, & Scarborough 
Carpw: _ Assent Bm Wakefield, Mechanic Feb 20 
at ll 


ff Rec, 


’ 
21 at 2.30 


ff Rec, 


Dopps, _, b+. ALFRED, York, Cab Proprietor Feb 22 
at3 Off Rec, The Red 


Eea.estoxe, JOHN, terle 
Durham, Miner’ Feb20 at li Off Rec, 3, 


Sunderland 


Fame, Harry, Hi 


atil Off Rec, 
18 at 11 
brs, 


24, Railwa 


Hott, Faep, 
man .Feb 18 at 11 Of he Ree, 
Jonss, Joun TRUSLOVE, Saltburn 
me BL. Hal 
NIGHT, ENRY NNING, 
Bankru 


ptcy 
——s Atrrep, No 


at 1130 115, 


es. WituaM 
2.30 24, Railway a) 
a eager 

4, Bed 
ma, tot, Dollis 


3 14, 
ALFRED, bee Foutotiya, Glam Feb 20 
st, er r Ty 


Feb 20 at 
135, Hi 


at 

Rock, Hewyry, Glo oucestor Fruit Merchant Feb 18 at 12 
Off : 

Rotts, a Henry, Southend on Sea Feb 22at12 14, 


ord Tow 


TEAKLE, Lowy JAMES, — e Glos, Farmer Feb 18 

Off Rec, Station Goacester 

WHITAKER, By Gledhow, Ro’ ae 
Feb 28 at 12 ae 22 

WIiarp, CuarLes GRanTHaM, Hastings, Houses _—~ 

Assistant Feb ee! 2.30 County Court Offices, 24, 


at 11.30 
Agent 


Cambridge rd, 


Awnpersoy, Jonny, Stockton on 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Tees 


ame eae Derby, 
AV@NELL, Ween, papa, Photographer Brighton Pet 


Feb7 Ord Feb 


Baker, ALFRED Ae Bedford, Cabinet Maker Bed- 

ford Pet Jan17 Ord Feb7 

Rp, West 

eb6 Ord Feb 6 

Beprorp, Joserx, Holbeck, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet 
J Ord Feb 7 


eB 
me. ak ips [Stace Grocer Scarborough 
BiezarpD, Henry, Blackburn, 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 
Cuapret, Artuur HEersert, ee PountneyIn High 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Feb 


‘an 27 


Pet Feb 4 

burn 
urt 

Epwakrp, 


ttingham 


me... Ku, 

Davison, —~ Li 

et Feb 6 Ord Feb 6- 

DeEnsis0N, Bawvsr, Headingley, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
Feb7 Ord Fi 


hed fat > 


urer 
ae 


Feb 7 


Bristol Pet Feb8 3 Ord Feb 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barser, ARTHUR peta, apd Market Gardener Feb 

318at11 Off Rec, 4 st, Derby 

Beyazox, Bruor why 
Goods Feb 20 at 12 Off 

ae Frank, 


‘akefield 
Florey, Somerset Feb 18 at 12.30 10, 
Davies, Davip, couteth walk, Provision Merchant Feb 


Bankruptcy 
Soaees a= Acadingley. I Leeds, Grocer Feb 20 at 
11. 


Salis, 96's 


Hayson, W1Ls.1A4M, Fialifex 
hall chm! 


way opp ‘Londen don Bridge 


Sypvey James, New 
Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 8 On we 


Dealer in Oriental 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Grocer Feb 20 at 4.30 


Chetlide Feb 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
atom, Saw 
Scarborough, Farmer Feb 


bldgs, Carey st 
Park row 


House, Dancombe pl, York 


Hams y, nr Witton le Mar 4 


eadingley, Leeds, Wheelwright Feb 20 

ig Park tow Leeds 

Mioaey te ewtaalss3' Feb 
ewcastle on Tyne 

et at 3 Off Rec, Town- 


fax 
Lewisham, Builder Feb 21 at 11.30 
i, Remcboten, Fruit Sales- 
‘Byrom st 
the Sea, Yorks, Plumber 
bert 2d, 
st, Wood st Feb 92 at 12 
. Kent, Sailmaker Feb 27 
h st, Rochester 
AE, bg ro dey ee Feb 21 at 
ritoniay J louie. Feb 21 at 2.30 


Church End, Finchley, Builder 


, Leeds, “yaa 
ark 10w, Lee 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Tees, Butcher Stockton on 


Hairdresser Derby Pet Feb6 Ord 


Hartlepool, Hairdresser Sunderland 
cup, Lancs, Grocer Rochdale Pet 
Builders’ Merchant Black- 


, Notts, Farmer 

Pet Feb 6 
eld Sheffi 
Yorks, Wool 


Feb 7 


Saat York, Cab Ab, York Pet 


‘eb 6 
aid Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 
Dealer Dews- 


Wotverhamptuu 


Staffs, 
Ord Feb 
Hazes, Atsert Epwagp, Whitton mi, Hounslow, Builder 
Pet Ord Feb? 
Harrop, Heasert J, Undercliffe Lewisham, Builder 
Green Pet Ord Feb 
Harvey, Wituiam, Suffolk, Baker Ipswich 


Iney, Joun Joszrn, 8: , Leicester, Chemist Leicester 
Bet Dec 19 Ord Feb7 
Steyning, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 


KeExyon, May ae WEALTHALL, pets otras 
t Nottingham Pet Ord Feb 8 


Keavr, Joms Haxty, Fulham i, Tallor High 
ma: Epwarp ty Six Paves “Ours 
ERICK 
“Seanece Pe heb Od Rebo 


Swansea 
Maxy, og yar Bag 


Mills, Dewsbury, Cloth 
ea Manufacturer Ca a wtih Ora Feb s 
“nin ag Coe Hebden Oia hag 
me, Saumaker R chester 
Mi Bet Feb 6 "Ord = Liutebamton, Fruit 
LUE EORGS lil erer 
Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 


» Mon, 


Mvuerety, Wituiam, st, Sit Timber Merchant 
N Wi 4 Wenger Groce N M 
Nicuo.as, BITFIELD, Ni ewport, Mon 
P - oir One Whyte, Rameor H Jeweller 
SARCE, FRANK, unts, 
P Pet Jan 10 Ord ‘Ord Feb 8 
Pearce, Tuomas, Beaumaris, Anglesey Bangor Pet Jan 
12 Ord Febé 
Rosixson, Josgrea Huysiey, Kingston Reece wn 8 all, Umbrela 
upon Hull | Pet ¥ Pet 5 A. Ord Feb7 
Saspeags, Epwanp, Aberdare, F Aberdare 
Jan 2 Ord Feb7 
SroKvr Brixton, Cigar Merchant 


Lucien, Cranworth 
Court Pet Jan 


a} Henny Witu1am, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb8 Ord 





Towysssp, Wattss Wiutiam, Dulwich, Tea Dealer 
Court ay ay Ord Feb 8 
Watkins, Taomas Jon, moere 2 Licensed Victualler 
bury PetJan17 Ord 
Wuirtakes, Joux, Towerville, Gledhow, Roundba: 
Commission Agent Leeds Pet Web's Ont Ord sjoote 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Feb 3: 


WeEtt1, Feepivaxp Arruvr, East India av, Leadenhall st, 
East India Agent High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
London Gaxetie.—Tvuxspay, Feb 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


7 out Hee Feb it Ord Feb 1k House Breaker High 


one, a Wakefield Pet Feb 10 
Busy S one sethsaeot Auctioneer Court 
peor He : Ord Feb lL - _ jn 
WR, on Brighton 
= Feb9 Ord Ord Feb 9 
USE: BNJAMIN Barker, Lindley Moor, Huddersfield, 
Licensed Hawker & Pet Feb 7 os Feb7 


Curse me York, General Draper York Pet Feb 10 

Cnn, Tah Teena, Glazier Aberdare Pet Feb 11 

ometeeeies vias Ramen oat, 

au iaee p By iy Davina, a Mon, Corn 

Dram, Manny; Onreaoeter, Murseyman Swindon” 
Feb9 OriFeb9  ” 

Boag, see, Weenen Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet Feb 11 





Panta fe Heo Ee, cma Dealer Let 
" . ey, Le er 
posta Heb 8 Ord Feb sae High Court Pet Nov24 | Go on it ag upon Hull, Dryealter 
‘ox, GILBERT, st, Nov DSON, ERBERT, 
Ord Feb upon Hull Pet Feb9 Ord Feb $ 
Freprick, Ernest Epwarp Kidderminster, Watch | Granraam, THomas WIcuiam, and Faank James Agrow- 
R pairer bet Feb Ord Feb 6 sats, Bristol Bristol Pet 
wacer, Josue. Aldeby, Norfolk Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb Feb3’ Ord Feb 10 
8 Ord Feb8 Haxsiine, Wiitiam Davin, Luton, Agent Luton Pet 
Getimax, Meyer, Lower Proughten, y Drapery Feb11 Ord Febli 
mn R --, ~ : ir Ord Feb = Hoge, Avzase, im, Ge ea Revoate 
1BSON. sume, S700 Desk, ew= Birmingham Jan 
caste on Tyne Pet Feb6é 6. es Feb 6 Huronzon, Wituiam, 
Gaeen, Witt1aM WALuis, and Ricuanp Emiyy Greey, N Tyne PetFeb10 Ord Feb 10 
Liv High Court Pet Feb8 | I:tixewosrs, Jous, at Court Pet Jan 23 
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Isnam, Tuomas, ne Beer Retailer Birmingham 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Je.iey, Atrrep Epwiy, Dunton Bassett, nr Lutterworth, 

, Baker Leicester Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
Jouyson, Capt Ceci, St Julien’s Farm rd, West Norwood 
igh Court Pet Jan6é Ord Feb3 
Epwarp, Liewerllyd Farm, Dyserth, 
r Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Jonzs, Tuomas Bucxuey, Lianfyllin, Montgomery, Draper 
Newtown Pet Feb6 Ord Feb9 

Luoyp, Tuomas, Spring Hill, Birmingham, House Furnisher 
Birmingham Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Jonzs, Farmer 


Ban 


Norro.k, James, Brighton, Tobacconist Brighton Ora’ 
Feb 10 


Pgrarce, Ricnarp Roserts, Charlbury, Oxford, Timbe1 
Merchant Oxford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Rrreme, Jonw ALEXANDER, Watford, Oiland Colourman St 
Albans Pet Dec 21 Ord Feb 8 

Paitésarp, Ricnarp Wii.iam. Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, 
Coal Merchant Bangor Pet Feb § Ord Feb 8 

Prout & Sox, Gosberton rd, Balham,jjuilders Wands- 
worth Ord Feb 6 

Samsos, Nonmay, Grafton st, Bond st High Court Pet 
Jan4 Ord Feb9 

Suerrarp, H, Maghull, nr Liverpool 
22 Ord Feb 10 

Suita, @ W, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, Iron Merchant 

igh Court Pet Jan10 Ord Feb9 

Ssurn, Sipney Vve,Swanage, Coal Merchant Poole 
Feb 10 Ord Fed 10 

Stanrer, Frayk Justice, Somersham, Maidenhead High 
Court Pet March10 Ord Feb9 

Tuomas, Ext, Neath, Glam, Builder Aberavon Pet Feb 
10 Ord Feb 10 

Tuomas, Joux, Dowlais, Glam, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Tvaxer, Joas Tarte, Bury, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Watuscerr, Tuomas, Lupset, nr Wakefield, Farmer Wake- 
field Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Warrtaker, Exizasetu. and JutiA Maria Jones, Cardiff, 

iers Cardiff Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 8 

Wiuirams, Mozets, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, (Juarr y- 
man Portmadoc Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Weient, Josgrn, Leigh, Lancs, Tailor Bolton Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 


Liverpool Pet Dec 


Pet 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Wavup, Wituasm Hexer, Rid y gdns, Wimbledon 
Kingston Rec Ord Feb 11,1904 Rese Jan 13 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Agexwaicut, Hueco Evays, and Rostra Mania Couuiys, 
Blac th, Kent, House Decorators Feb 24 at 11,30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Asuton, JosEPH, Mare st, Hackney, House !Breaker Feb 
23at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Avutt, Hiram, Cheapside, Hairdresser Feb 22 at 3 Off Rec, 
47, Full st, Derby 

AveNELL, Wixiiam, Brighton, Photographer Feb 22 ut 11 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Banks, Epwarp, West Hartlepool, Hairdresser 

3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Breyyetr, Marcus, John Bright st, Birmingham, Hair- 
dresser Feb 24at12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 
st, Birmin 

Brapty, Wiiu1am, Fenchurch st, Auctioneer Feb 24 at 12 

Jankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brooke, T Ravru, Hayling, Hants Feb 23 at 3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Brown, Tuomas, Brighton, Greengrocer March 2 at 3 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Busuye.., Beysamin Barker, Lindley Moor, Huddersfield. 
Licensed Hawker Feb 23 at 3 Off Rec, Prudential 
bldgs, New st, Huddersfield 

Carter, Atrrep GzrorGe, Ipswich, Stock Broker Feb 22 
at2 O , 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Carter, Taomas Joxuy, Northfield, Worcester, Auctioneer 
Feb 22 at 11 Ruskin chmbrs, 191 Corporation st, 
Birminghpm 

Carrie, Ropert, York, General Draper Feb 27 at 3.30 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

CuvuronILt, GEORGE, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Baker 
Feb 22 at 330 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
st, Southampton 


Feb 22 at 


Cotuiss, WittrAm Epwarp, Axminster, Commercial 
Traveller Feb 23 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 
eter 


Cox, Erxxrst, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Fancy Dealer Feb 
22 at 4 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

Dariow, Ext, Sheffield, Yorks Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheftield 

Davison, James, Liversedge, Yorks, Wool Dealer Feb 22 
atit Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Dawes, Harry, Sheffield, Tailor Feb 22at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 


Etuis, Joun Anprew, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Feb 22 | 
Leeds 


at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Fitmer, Marcaret Evizasetu, High rd, Tottenham, Boot 
Factor Feb 24at3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Frost, Josrru, Aldeby, Norfolk Feb 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

Gitris, WiLrrep, Leeds, Mechanical Draughtsman Feb 22 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Gow anpD, Wituiam, Sheffield, Grocer Feb 23 at 12 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Grace, Epwarp, Edgbaston, Coach Operator Feb 22 at 12 
The Law Courts, Peterborough 


Gairritss, Jonn, Cwmaman, Aberdare, Colliery Labourer | 


Feb 22at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


| Sramps, AnTaur LiongL, Erdingto: 





Hampron, Exiza Jane, and Samvue. Luoyp Ha MP TON, Swin- 
don, Wombourne, Staffs, Farmers Feb 27 at ky 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Hanrers. A E, Whitton rd, Hounslow, Builder Feb 24 at ly 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Harvey, Witiiam, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Baker Feb » at 
2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Hint, Avrauam, Wolverhampton, Commission Agent’; 
Clerk Feb27at11 Otf Rec, Wolverhampton 

Ixcaments, ApgrHur, Huddlestone, Steyning, Sugg 
Farmer Feb 22 at 11.30 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton ’ 

Jeeves, CuarRLEs Carter, Bishops Stortford, Potato Bale. 


man Feb 22 at 2.15 The George Hotel, Bishops 
Storford 
Jouxsox, Wiiu1AmM Henry, Bristol, Tailor Feb 22 at jp 


Off Ree 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Jones, CHARLES Josern, Upper st, Islington, Photographer 
Feb 27 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lanpavu, Henry, King st, Hammersmith, Tailor Feb 27 4 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lona, Water. 8t George, Bristol, Estate Agent Feb » 
at 11.45 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Mayx, Francis, Savile Town, Thornhill, Yorks, Cloth Ruy 
Manufacturer Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbr, 
Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Miter, Wiiiiam Grorce, West row, Kensal New Town, 
Contractor Feb 27 at 11 Ponmragtey bldgs, Carey s 

Morret, Witviam, Kay st, Hackney rd, Timber Merchant 
Feb 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Naytor, Roser, Birmingham, Children’s Outfitter Feb» 
at 11 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 


Orro, Lronarp Earrton, and Witi1AmM Wesrer Beyer, 
Snow hill, Holborn viaduct, Motor Car Manufacture, 
Feb 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pixson, Cuartes Enoon, Willenhall, Staffs, Brass Founder 
Feb 27 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Porter, Witt1am Raps, Wr » Provision Dealer 
Feb 22 at 2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Preston, Ep@ar Austin, Winterbrook rd, Herne Gill, 
Journalist Feb 23 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Roninson, JosEriu Hunsiey, Kingston upon Hull, Umbrellg 
Maker Feb 22at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Samson, Norman, Grafton st, Bond st Feb 24 at 2% 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

&mirn, G W, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, Iron Merchant 
Feb 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

m, Warwick, Manufac. 
turer Feb 24at11 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 
st, Birmingham 

Sranrer, Feank Justice, Somersham, Maidenhead Febu 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sre.rox, Jonn Brart, Northwich, Grocer Feb 24 at 10,30 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Srockxpa.e, Arrnur, Bramham, Yorks Feb 27 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 








ORDAN « SONS, ute. 


Company Registration Agents, Seal Engravers, 
PRINTERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


116 & 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


NEW COMPANIES REGISTERED. 





ALL COMPANY REGISTERS, BOOKS, AND FORMS IN STOCK. 


Twenty-sixth Edition (1905) 
A HANDY BOOK on the FORMATION, MANAGEMENT, and WINDING UP of JOINT STOCK 


By F. GORE-BROWNE, M.A., K.C., and WILLIAM JORDAN, Company Registration Agent. 
Fourth Edition (1905). 


COMPANIES. 


affecting Joint Stock Companies. 


By F. 


Price 5s. net; by post 5s. 6d. 


Price 5s, net; by post 5s. 6d. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 to 1900, and other Statutes and Statutory Enactments 


Edited by ALLEN GLYNNE-JONES, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Solicitor. 
Third Edition (1903). 
CONCISE PRECEDENTS UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


Price 25s, net ; by post 25s, 9d. 


GORE-BROWNE, M.A., 


assisted by ARTHUR Bb. CANE, B.A., of the Inner Temple, Editor of Alpe’s ‘‘ Law of Stamp Duties.” 


THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES, with the Rules and Forms relating thereto: being « 


(1904.) Price 108. 6d. net; by post 11s. 


Complete Guide to Practice under the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1903. By F. GORE-BROWNE, M.A., K.C. 


JORDAN & SONS, Limited, 116 and 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
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1905 
urron dal w Leeds Feb 22at11 .0 y ? NS. 
UPTON, Spin. fogs, Besar Wii, 8 Feb 22a) ff Rec, | Hows, Atrrep Hensert, Earl’s Court sq High Court OLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS. —Mr, 
21 ab tty Bh gee dors Pet Feb 12, 1904 Ord May 14, 1904 THOMAS R. FROST, Solicitor, COACHES candi- 
Joun —, Bury, Draper Feb 23 at 3 19, | Isnam, THomas, a See Beer Retailer Birmingham | gates for the , Intermediate, and Final 
Feb 24 at» Teipchange st _— J ay 4 ed — Fe Latterworth. ions, in class or correspondence.—For par- 
, CHARLES rs ED, Bishopston, Bristol, Build ELLEY, ALFRED EpwIn, Dun Bassett, nr Lutterworth, Chancery-lane 
Mi 2 at 11.30 Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol | _ Baker Leicester Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10. apply ‘Tuoxas R.” Fuosr, 88, , 
Feb 2 Mf wrusans, Enxest, Gower st, Photographic Dealer Feb 22 | Jowes, Epwanp, Llewerllyd Farm, Dyserth, Flint, Farmer | “Resuirs 1 Noveuser—5 Final, 9 Inter. sat; ALL 
nt Crypt chmbrs, gate row, Chester Bangor Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 “ 
om Agent’, mas, WrLttan Jouy, Ivington, Leominster, Schoolmaster — J Pong? agg tee Loudoun rd, Kilburn la 
oe t10 4,C , Leo te ‘ourt ov 1 eb 
ng, Sussey "pe a ose wee McAaraur, ArgTaur F.ixtorr, eins ter, Grey Cl AW.— Young Solicitor Desires Clerkshi 
, Srighton ” ADJUDICATIONS. Merchant Manchester Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 11 in London or yon F office ; experienced in 
Martirxy, MarsHatt Grorce, Ds ae am, Plumber | Con = references ; smal] salary.—Apply 
_ Sales. Assort, IsABELLA Rose, by Hotel Keeper Canter Nottingham Pet Jan4 Ord Fe’ Harrnore, Torquay. 
Cl, Bishops bury P a ag eeaiie Paanes, Eemusze Le yh ry Tbury, 0: Oxtord, Timber 
ae gp, Jane, Normanton, Draper akefield Pet Feb 10 t 1 et Feb 9 Feb UNI ALITY. 
eb 22 at 1 a Ord Feb 10 ane ‘ PS See ane = et Bangor, Carnarvon, ) OHANN ESB URG M CIPALI 
nowy, THOMAS, Brighton, Greengrocer Brighton Pet it gor Pet Fei Y eb 8 
hotographer . Feb9 Ord Feb9 Rosergtson, Peter, Hackney Wick High Court Pet Dec DEPUTY TOWN CLERK. 
—. Bensamin Barker, Lindley Moor, Huddersfield, 22 Ord Feb 10 
> Feb 27 at icensed Hawker Huddersfield Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 | Rowson, Henry, New Cleethorpes Gt Grimsby Pet Jan | Applications are invited for the post of ety Town 
oon Joux Wi1am, Rotherham, Yorks, Builder 12 Ord Feb9 Clerk for the Municipality of Johannesburg, at a com- 
nt Feb» Sheffield Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 SsnTH, Anenve Gronon, Dovaben, Essex, Cattle Dealer | ™ pre ber c= 2 hen = 
“J Tork 7 Imsfo ‘et Oct 4 eb 9 Barrist 
Cl Cat 10 peauee, Tom, Dyer Yak Pe Bb 20 Cul Smita, Sipyey Vye, Swanage, Coal Merchant Poole Pet ‘he successful applicant must be pre; to take up his 
ak ch Beg (HAMBERLAINE, W1LL1AM, Cotham — Bristol, Newsagent Feb10 Ord Feb 10 duties immediately on appointment, and will be entitied te 
brs Bristol Pet Jan5 Ord Pet 1 STOCKDALE, AarHUR, Bramham, Yorks York Pet Jan 25 joey yr apd from the date of his leaving England for 
yew Town, Cary, Bu, Penrhiwceibr, ji, Glazier Aberdare Pet Ord Feb 1 "Appli on. stati ii : eis eattanat 
8, Carey st Feb11 Ord Feb 11 Tay .: Tous, Ashperton, Hereford, Farmer Worcester a age Se the M cop : 
>, et Jan 24 testimonials, addressed unicipality’ 
Merchant Conan, Ounte Florey, Somerset Taunton Pet Jan 13 Tuomas, Bu, Neath, Glam, Builder Neath Pet Feb 10 ion a hg 
8, WILLIA) -ARD, inster, i 0 
ce Bon IE Gwin ‘Bieter FocFeb oO hes’ "| naowis, Joes, Donia, lam, Labourer Merthyr Tyal at Duman ebuildings, ec. 
mi “e neem . . ‘ _ e* Fel ir 
Bena ome eer 2 Coventry, Seedsman Coventry TowNsEND, Arsque Bowes Gemet st, Soho, Builder High | 2nd must be revived it ater than it F February, 1905. 
ane. 9 As, and 3 < urt Pet Jan 20 eb 11 
ufacturen TW ilcbete Wowpse Mon Pet — a, — ‘9 Coal Toneee, Jems Tarte, Bury, Draper Bolton Pet Feb 9| 11th February, 1905. Town Clerk, Johannesburg. 
sf , r, Ci ut Be 
38 Founder Oe Rasee emcoster, Hereeryman Gwisien Pet Web lo, Asem R, Greetland, nr Halifax, Rag Merchant LD FAMILY PAPERS, DIARIES, 
n Bates, Freperick Eryest, Cannon st, Architect High Halifax Pet Jan 11 — a DEEDS, &c., DECIPHERED. REGISTERS 
Chester Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Feb 10 Watuncrr, Tuomas, Lupset, nr Wakefield, Farmer | gearched and Transcribed. Inquiries for Pedigree pur- 
me kus, Joun AnpRew, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Wakefield Pet Feb 10 "Ord Feb 10 poses made in any part of the U K.—Address, Canpas, 
Carer Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 Wuiraker, Exizapers, and Sutra Maria Jones, Cardiff, | i Solicitors’ Journal,’ 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
ifs. Feerett, ALrRED, Stalybridge, Foreman Joiner Ashton me Makers Feb8 Ord Feb8 
Umbrella under Lyne Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 WIti1aMs, a, Cae Clvd, Blaenau  Festiniog, 
In, Hull Forp, Tuomas Rronarp, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Ponty- Merioneth Quarryman P ortmadoc and Festiniog AW.— GREAT SAVING.— For prompt 
_— > _, _ = a nag had 4 Build df WwW ay — Tech, ions Tailor Bolton Pet Feb 11 eh Gr ae, SES Oe SS CE Se SG 
0 ts, or Guill RIGE oO g aie 
Merchant me. on ib ip = 2 er Guildford Pet ‘Ord Feb 11 » writing el 
Gurm, Witrrep, Leeds, Mechanical Draughtsman Leeds Abstracts Co; . © 8 per sheet. 
Manufae. Pel Feb 9 reno & ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. oe pee pied 2 3 ber 20 folios. 
‘poration Gopsox, Hersert, Kingston upon Hull, Dryealter King- | Boarpman. Heten, Leigh, Lancs Bolton Adjud June 14, Deeds Round Hand . © 2 per folio. 
7 stonupon Hull Pet Feb9 Ord F eb 9 1904 Annul Feb 8 E Deeds Al . 2 0 per sheet. 
L Febu Hat, Joux, Clerkenwell close, Jobmaster High Court Pet | Lams, Rongrt Tewresr, te. Yorks, Butcher York Full Copi 0 2 per folio. 
Jan 27 Ord Feb 10 Adjud Aug 29, 1898" Annul Feb 7 PAPER. Foolscap, 1d.” per sheet Draft, $d. ditto; 
at 10.3 Hassor, | Wiiuiam, Halifax Halifax Pet Jan 20 Ord _ —— | Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
§ KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 
7 Where difficulty is experienced in ones the : 
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SoxiciTors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: So.icrrors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free. SoLIctToRs’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 28s. ; Foreign, 30s. 4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 26s.; Country or 
Foreign, 28s. 

Volumes bound hy the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
law wv calf, 5s. 6d. 





ONDON GUARANTEE and ACCIDENT 
COMPANY (LIMITED), 

The Company’s Bonds Accepted by the High Court as 

SECU. for RECEIVERS, LIQUID ATORS and AD- 

ges gg for COSTS in Actions where security 

is ordered to > by the Board of Trade for 

OFFICIALS « under Bankruptcy Act, and by the Scotch 


&e. 
iven in the and poem, Excise, and all 


VE 
al facilities to avoid del lelay i E 5 completion of security 
ery and Re Cases, 
MPLO LIABILITY 
nsibility of = loyers under the Workmen's 
compensa ion Act, 1897, —— Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law i eoeeed 
Sepia & for Aguas invited 
E. G@. LAUGHTON ANDERSON, Secretary. 
61, Moorgate-street, ven E.C 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS ; Pa tag? by result. 

— Particulars on — personally or letter, at 93, 
Chancery Lane, 


THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 
([UITION for BAS, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 


in 








VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 

ORALLY (class or individ or by CORRESPONDENCE. 

Entries ~ now be received for the following Classes : 

For the J SOLICITORS’ INTERMEDIATE AND 
FINAL, ME first week in March. 

For the OCTOBER ss EXAMINATIONS, com- 

mencing the first week in Ma: 

For the NOVEMBER R (SOLICITORS EXAMINA- 


TIONS, ular of othe the firet 


IFE INTERESTS.—Private gentleman, 
having lately invested £15,000 in the Purchase of Life 


ee ase % further £35,000 into similar 
securities i 





PARENTS, Trustees, and Guardians.— 

A Professional Man and his Wife, with one litte girl 
would Take Small Child; shortly moving mto 
ee day tapes ie caller eee of town; away at sea- 
side three or four months in the year; every possible care 
and kindness ; good references, social and business ; 
terms only entertained.—Address X. Y. Z., care of Thrupp's 
‘Advertising Offices, 122, Fleet-street, London, E.C. 


| Cae INN, STRARD (opposite 
ers, Surveyors, 


Law Courts).—To 
&c.—To be Let, veral Sates of Oe tn this, ental 
a ...-- 


position, from one upwards > 





porters, lifts, lectric light, = ys * 
to Atsgerr Caunpatt & 
, W.C. 


MENT’S INN (facing Green of La 
i Stites To be Let in this 





tic apply 
Clemeat’s-inn, Strand, W.C. 


( FECES. .—Commanding Suite of ne 
Floor Offices To be Let, in Cannon-street. 

ticeulars of Messrs. Marrusws, Marrusws, & Gossunee &. 3S, 

Bucklersbury, B.C. 


. 








lon you pay rent the more money 
you Apely for “How to Live emt 
any + will be sen = » to — mentic 
5 NAQGQER, Dishosagate. 
ston W Without, E Ec, 





ADY DETECTIVE, educated, experi- 
4 enced, Undertakes ‘r-+ and Confidential Inquiries ; 


Divorce. strict integrity ; moderate fees ; 
male and female '—Miss Bastox, $41, Shaftesbury 
avenue, (two doors fram) New Oxford-atreet. 





M*.. STOCKBRIDGE, Blackburn House, 


ay 3 Cuathential Enyeltnn, Divorce, Prepare trices 








at Pothe they = old Clas a fh ta’-inn, Ww OQ, 


and al Matters for Sister, 
sd Conduct | Bxpert Settling 
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EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIEFY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on a a be Capitalized. 
E oeavTow } Joint 
H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 


ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND) 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


No, 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, §8.W. 
(Removep rrou 5 WHITEHALL.) 


Estublist ed 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital « £619,870. 
Reversions Purchased on favour7ble 
Reversions made either at annual 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estasiisuepv 1828), 
Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets - -#« «# 8162,999, 














CHAIRMAN 
Sm HENRY WALDEMAR pkw ees, I aa J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


Lanes ye F and Liberal Advances 
ld, Leasehold, vey A 


ee 


to Purchase, = or 
wo na cls 


onthly "repayment each | 


£100 : 10 years, £1 1s. 14.; ’19 years, 186. a: ren, eS. | 


Bp ie $2; 51 years, 128. 11d. Survey ee to 
Prospectus free of FREDERICK LONG, Manager. | 
REEVES & TURNER, | 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, | 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books | 
always on Gale. 


3, Bream’s Bulidings, 8, Chancery Lane, E.C., | 
FORMERLY Ov 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CAREY STREET. 


ImPORTANT TO SOLICITORS. 
nts + agen made in BIYORES and on sSeoes ew | 


charges. COs Teewn ont sod Bethea. RE REGISTRATIONS | 
and SEARCHES made of every Description. Ltoty 


Served, PROCESS of all kinds. TEMPO Y CLERK! 
RTHAND WRITERS, ana TYPISTS sent oat be the 
hour or day. 


BRIDGE & Co., 
LAW STATIONERS AND PRINTERS, 
92, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS , 
For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to 


J. HARCOURT SMITH, | 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCUUNTANT, 

G1 & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


N.B.— Vacancies for Articled Clerks. Good Mortgage 
Securities Wanted. 


fect, "Soenahinn, 











terms. Loans o 
interest or for deferred 


O. P. PLEASURE CRUISES. 


THE ORIENT-PACTFIO Li LINE will despatch the 
ORIENT, 5,681 tons register, 
3 , 18th March 
To GREECE, TURKEY, ASIA MINOR, &e. 
98 DAYS for 20 Guineas and upwards. 


From eee. | = eg 
To SICILY, TURKEY, G , TUNIS, &e., 
12 DAYS for 15 Guineas pag ae 


Other — to follow. 





F, GREEN & CO.; ANDE EESON, sanenen & CO. 
Head Offices AVENUE. 
For Passage apply to the ae Site ter Fira at 5, Fenchurch- 


avenue, E.C. ; or to » 28, ur- 
street, 8.W. 


| The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


x pi se opens 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
sho: notice. 





The BUOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHare Certiricates, DeBENTURES, &c., ved and 
| Printed. Orriciat Seats designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


| Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 


By Francois J. Gagen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs, 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 


For Gentlemen of the Unne 
Glasses only. 

TERMS: From 81x Guineas A WEEK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 30,000 acres. 
Fishing—24 miles, including trout, sewin, and salmon, 
References— 

Dr. Geo. Savacs, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish. 
uare, W. 
Dr. Py 84, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— : 
Or. M. WALKER, J.P., 
Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddwy, 


Treatment of INEBRIETY, 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Yor Terms, &c., apply to 
. 8. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &., 
ical Superi: 


Telephone: P.O. 16, RickmANswoRTH. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
| PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
| Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, MA, 
| M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc, Soe 
| Study of oom Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
| and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
| apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
'ELEGRAPHIO AppRESs: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 














Telephone: 602 Holborn. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep 1x THE Reien or Wittiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 


| Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 


CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


rTAOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (exce 
| from 9 a.m. until sunset, ion 1s., 








ondays 


Children always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen may be elected 
| £5. Annual su 


ae ra the on. —— <~ 
ion £3, or composi ve —For particulars a: 
| tot e SECRETARY, 3, Hanover-square, W. poly 





|HOME for LADIES ADDICTED to INEBRIETY, 


Hillsboro’ House, Upper Clapton. 


Mrs. Bramwett Bootn has a few eS for 
Brno gr’ gpa tha Most enco' 
r ts. — Parti rs as to terms, &c., on a) suction te to 
Chief Secretary, 259, Mare Street, Hackney. . 


Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99, 


| BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
| BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 

For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriet 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, “ ue, | 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Live eae 

about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres o 
Healt \ ns —— compe. Biles ~ light thro nity 
a hong © recreation orkshops, Po 

nome, Gest Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards Dark for hare aye &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or vately. Terms: 1$-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 

Resipent Mepicau SUPERINTENDENT or Secretary. 


PRIVATE ASYLUM. 
SPRINGFIELD HOUSE, 


Near BEDFORD. ‘Telephone No. 17. 


Special Accommodation Pe ' Chancery Lunatics and other 
Cases of Mental Ailment, 


Oxpivary Teaus: THREE GUINEAS PER WEEK. 
(Including Separate Bedrooms for all suitable cases.) 
SD 








Course 
Administered 
NORWOOD SANATORIUN. 
Short term Distinctive Ponguves. Beau- 
tiful and t Secluded House and Grounds. 
Modified Restraint. Resident Medical 
Beperintendent. Mlustratea booklet, terms 
and iull particulars of Mr. Stark, Norwood 
Sanatorium, Upper. Norwood, 8.E. 
Telephone, 240 
Telegrams, London. 


of foestment ia 

















while 


The Membere of the LEGAL pile 
ave respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


eur Fiem te Executors and 


mend 
requiring Valuations. 


others 





1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISGHEO 1772. 
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